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. Stnte and . tedercl sovcrnmentnl cgenciec incrcnsingly encroach on areas .
- /.
of ecndenic governance and adniniltrotion whieh have been withﬂl the

_ hiotoricnl prctogntivec of colleses -and universities. ‘The extent of .

state cncrocchnent secms obecured by the more drcnntic inroads or the

federal governmen;, out it poses an equally serious thrent to inctit-

C utionol indcpendence. Stete rcgulﬂkion differs from federal rcnulation
uainly in having its roots in the state' 's primerv responsibility for

~ the aupport of higher education. This io a critica_ di fference, fbr

the sthxe 8 primary responsibiiity carries with it the. potential for
almost totel control over inotitutionc, at least over public inctitutionc.
As the implications ot the trnnlition from growth to ltobilitv in en-
rollment and funding becomes - ‘more gcncrcl and apparent, further erosion
of inatituxional prerogetiveo through state action cppecrs‘iikcly At
high - but nevertheless operational -- levels of genernlity, state
government interest in educational policy regarding, for example, ad-
nissions and acedenic program“quclity and distribntion, are not easily
die;inguiohable from thone or the inntitutionc. State attempts to im-
Plement policy interests through planning and program review, often result

in conflict vith the inltitutions. An exeminetion of specifie instences

of state interventiona in several anor atates may rcveel trends or

produce insights ‘regarding possible directiona or limits of state controls.

_ Sueh expiorntion also could shed light on the interaction of stnte rer-

ulation and control with faderal interVQntion.
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.© .  INTHODUCTORY NOTE = =~ | Ly | ”

The continuing contributions of the oevoro%/htute povernments to the .

]

present oxcellence of American higher edudation are {nsufficiently

\

recopnized. Although, for exqmple the’ Morrill Act of 186° vas trulyl ';// ' ‘,.Q

L .~ & "nev chapter in the history of . federal atd to higher education” - ' f
” (Rivlin, 1961, p. 14), equally true, although far less often noted, is 2
the fact that the states established and maintpined the land-arant L il
universities for vell over a cen&urﬁ\(Carnegie Commieaion 1971) Tho | |
fiscal and organizational efforts of most stote governmento~in the 1950s //

and 60s to meet the phenominal growth of .enrollment has yet to be ade? /// .
\ : . .

k 4

t discount the criticol role of fbdoyéf-
oupport for basic research to 'pprociote also the equally critica}/@ole

L quately chronicled. One need

of many ‘states in providing a Lblicly supported "home of scien

(Wolfe, 1972) Although the ptimary ntgibution of the oto}#a hos been

/ jprivote aector == in Nevw York and Pennsylvania in particﬁiar -- hat as-
/ .
suredly been significant. | . ‘/// ' N
P . ’ . - . ‘// . |

Sone.mador contributions of state governmentalto higher education
e ', ' defies our qbility to qoantify or document: By.and large, state govorn-
| ments ho&e lei colleges and universities alono over the greater part of oY
their existence. Just as there are.sins of omission so also, ve suggest,
T e : there may be virtues of omission. We do not suppogse that 19th century

| state legislatures and rovernors deliberately decided that higsher edurntion

nhou]d be hent left to inntitutlnnnl rovorninp hoardn, officern, and

'tuculiv. Nuther. the politienl and nocinl climate han, until the

,

.Q
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o ‘co-pcrctively recent past, been euch thet governnentel xcstrcint _tol-
' ‘eration, or perhcpe indirfbrcnce in alloving cenpusce to manage their
cftuire rcflccted the politicel eocicl, and economic fnctorl thet

ulloved similar freedon to other orgenizetione Hhatcver the

"
it is quite apparent nov that the political,

_Teasons, '

social, and economiclcon-

. ditions of the last querter of the 20th century will not be buch that -
the hietoric independence of higher education inatitutione wi11 continue.

—

Within the pest 10 to 15 weare. the states etcrted to exercise '

N eontrols over both publie and pnivete colleges and universities controls . -

,otten deplored but vhich have not been eyetemntically inventigcted Our

major theeie is thet at this time an inveetigation ehould be nade to

increase understanding of the apperent directions and probeble limitdwto '

. etcte governmentel coatrol over criticcl aspects of higher education.

- In the absence of en underltending of the deteile of epecific interventione

. . and of infbrned enclyein the historical prerogetives of tgg»institutions

ney be lont not by design, but by the happenstance of transient political

and fiscal preeeure.

-

We do not suggest that new or incneabing intervention by state govern-

. ment into the affairs of highergeducation presages a'bhift from a golden

age of cutonomv to a dark sge of rcpreeeion. Stephen Beiley (1975. P. 1)
accurctely deecribee relations betveen the utete“hnd higher education as

part of a "persistent humen paradox: the simultaneous need fbr structure

- and for cntintructure. for dependence and for autonomy, for involvement

and for privney « Recognition of the desirability of the paradox as a

crucial element in our dcmocretic society, does

' 9

not, houcver urgue thut
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~ mey not vant to reaolve the problem (1975. P 1)

1t should not be investigated. It does mean that thie report‘muét be -

4

reed and edditionel inveetigexion undertaken with a clear underetandjng

P DO

that resolution 6f the peredox or dileuma is not the obJective. Gzﬁater

avereness of the deteils of the oppoeing forces that underlie the'

. problen'ie the goal. He must bear 1n mind Beiley*e edmonition that ve

MrnchuNVeueuum&IeWMtvnheuhmancmmf
. rationally wish to resolve. The pdblic 1nterest would not, in my
eetimation be served 1f the ecedcay vere ‘to enJoy an untroublcd
- immunigy. Nor could the publie interest be served by the ecedqnu's-
being subjected to an 1nt1mate surveillance. Whatever our current
‘ . discomforts becense\pr a'sense that the state is crowding us a bit,
the underlying tension is benign. Like moat parapoxee, this one
is a great huﬁbler. It chastens 1nte11eetuel errogence...'Ali this
simply seays that the precise border between the state and tﬁe
academy is, end muet‘be kepf fuezy. For if a precise delineation

is sought, I think that the ltexe has more. than the acedemy has of
vhat it takes to draw the line. o .

In fhie pape:, ve tiest discussvend'contrgst state and fe&eral reg-
ulation. It vill be followed by an outline of the structures and pro-
cedures by vhicﬁ,etates intervene 1n higher educetion,lvith fastitutional
autonomy giecussedgin this context. In the third section we offer, ln

greaxer-or lesser deteil, examples of state intervention, our opinion

on the reasons vhy intervention takes place, and the objections raised

by institutions to {t. TIn a brief conclunion, ve suppgent nienhon for
7 . . ’

further investipgution.
' Y ’ \ \
\ . -‘~ N ) (




ln larse purt, ve are not roporting on the results or a reparate,
specifie research project, but rather are attempting to focus several
' * ‘recent “atudiu of our own and“other’s on 1‘uuu of state 1ntervention.
. Por some current examples of 1ntervontion, ve have relied extenaivnly

on telephone 1uterviews and in’ noat 1nstances vhen the namen of states

or 1nstituxions are omitted, it 13 becauso of the sensitivity of the '

issue to current brdgets or other negotiationi.

LI |
-

o
Spv;}clipdividunla vere kind in offering suggestions. We parti-
cularly vish to thank Protbsaor Robert Berﬂahl o; the State University
;t Buffalo, John Fblger end Richard Millard of the Education Comnission
':of the States, and Dondld Smith, Senior Vice President of the Univarsity

vof Hisconsin fbr commenting on an earlier draft of this report. The -

4

C - ~ e -

: opiniona and vievs expressed here are, of eourae, our own, not €E3se vho
offered advice nor of the Sloan Commiseion to vhom the report is being

> nade lnd to vhon ve .are grttotul for the aupport vhich made the report
poooiblc. | -

&
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 BTATE RESPONSIBILITY AND FEDERAL ‘REGULATION

P -

' 'i‘be biatory of the interactiona -and relationahipa betveen the federal
‘govbrnnenta and the governmenta of the several ata@ea in the direction
and control of higher education is not yet written. This aeetion aeta
ouf. inpreaaiona of vhat might be the me jor i‘eature -of such a history

to the extent thaf. they appear relennt to a atudy of state inter- .
vention. This summary: w not be aecurato, for our problem -~ indeed,
the problel of the hiatorian vho may uudertake the formidable task --
is- that the past is characterized for the most part, by al(aence of
reoorded controveraiea and sharp disputes. that seem to be requ,ired to
illuniaato if not aettle, the eaaontially political and pover relat.ion-

ships wvith vhic, ve are concerned.

-Our most general overviev of such history is more eaaily stated in
the form of an anology than in more precise terms »f political acienee ]
or interorganizational theory. Colleges and universities might be aeén
as progressing through time as though they were proceeding up a broad
but narrowing valley. On one side, mountain/a enc roothilla representing
 federal support, intenent, and control def'ine the valley's limita. On
the other aic‘e, state responsibility and control provide a similar

boundary. For moat of their hiatory, the collegea and

iversities vere
few in nu .r, and the valley vas 'so broad th_a@ neith r of bbe boundaries

caused much difficulty. Over this long periud, the /landmarks are few --

the Dartmouth College case, the land-grant mov‘eme7é, and perhaps President




o

Angell's early defense of the conatitutional independence of the Uhivnrlity

. ot Midhigln. o ' . , - | . . .
But the boundaries aie quite apparent n&w. for the vnlley has nar- =

roved- The fbderal government closed in fron one side vith a vide '

vuriety of statutes, rulea, and regulations 1mp1ement1ng policies ranging

_ from fiscal accountsbility to indiyidual, eivil. righta.‘ On the other f |

side, state governmenta also moved in fbr a great variety of purposes,

primarily to regulate the f;ow of students and distribution of | ‘

prograne among § @uﬁh great;r number of institutions. At an earlier

date, a campus could use the federal bbgpdury to i;ck'diréction for Ope:

purpose and the state boundary as . guide to direction for another.

If the directions appeared to diff!r at tines. the doundaries vere far

ey , not only fron the 1natitutiond but from each other. At precent,

the vnllqy aurriciently narroved so %hax the constraints 1nposed by the

- two governmental entities are more clearly perceived than heas been the

case in even the most recent put. Agtmdu-d history of eolleges and

univeraities published 1n 1962, eoutained virtually no dilcuslion'of .

either federal or state regulation other than discussion of the major

"landmarke" noted above (Rudolph, 1962).

To summarize irf more ‘tonventional terms:

® Over most-of the past, state governments shoved little in-
clination to intervene into ‘substantive academic affairs. In
part, such lack of intercst may have been attridutable to lack

of staff rather than to conaidered'reétraint.

9
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e ‘During the past ity years, state governmerts vere primarily

“ concorned with pudblic higher education. In only e féw states
~—-(e.&., Pennsylvania, New York, Maryland) did state governhent
shov direct concern for private colleges ald universities. T

A ]
e . ~

° Until recently, federal intereat, support, and control has been

throngn grants-in-aid, not unconditional aid, but the con-

ditions vere ually those needed only for fiscal cqntfol\anﬂ .

D
]

IS "1'.'!’
9

A closer look at recent.developments provides necessary background,

accountability R | ’

-

and, not incidentally, indicates reasons why concern tends to focus on

federal regulation to the neglect of equally atringant state regﬁlation.
Firat, devélopmsnts in federal regulationz
. \

o

3

Federal interest has expanded from earlier concern‘ovar'aelected._
relatiyely diacfete aress such as vocational education, agri-
culture, and basic research, to encompass concern for adequate

statevide planning for all nbataecondary cducation.

Conditiona attached to Cederal funding have expanded from those.
related to fiscal accountability to mandates and constraints

B on & vide variety of institutional and individual activitf!a:
~ The organizational integration oé\apparently segregated instit-_
utions, assurance of cqual opportqnities for individuals through

(o]

affirnntive action, and medienl nchool ndminnionn practicen nre

A

but three exnmplen, . '

11 A




® Jederal aupport in the form gf student tinancial aid has broad-

ened from interest in training relatively small pumbers of -

- L J

. | graduate atudents for specific careers to broad aupport for

large numbers{of undergraduatea.
[y ' v ) . . . \ : . ‘

As federal intereat has expanded in each or these areae, it has i
carried with it apecit%c consequencea for the ltatea. To the extent '

that federal rogulation\growa, it impingea not on inatitut’ona

—

.but alao on the scope of existing or potential tate regulation. Even
h -the earlier, more lin.itet\\ grante-in-aid require state plena fcr the
use or federal ﬁm& for vocational education, or example, and for
facilities conatrtxction.. ~The dividing line 'beIeen state 'regplation

and fed\eral interest is difficult to drav. A. eport on thé implenent‘- '

_ ation or the federal atatute encouraging the thabliahnent of broadly

repreaentative agencies for statevide planning ( "1202 COmiaaiona ),

is ~ Jeceaeari]y a cataloz of the diverae reaponaea of individua.l states ‘
(Mccuineas, 1975). But that federally-eupported planning activity must,

if 1t 1s to be effective, ultinat\ely result in state regulation. For .

example, current federally funded plannirg by t.he Pennaylvnnia 1202

Comiuion will quite prob’,k’w lead' \to further regulatory acy ivity by

that state's Council on Hil.,her Lduca&ion.
-~ ‘ ‘ | | 7\ ’ \ .
' The major con :ast betwveen state ?egu:lation and federal regulation

derives from the atate 8 basic, overall\ legal responaipility for higher

-

————— i Mucaiion vhich the redera'l government tiov not have. Congreas and *

¢

b federal administrative agencies usualhr explicitly state reasons for

interveation into academig matters. Such Justification is necessary.

Q . | 11




- ' | |
State legicletive md executive egencies in contrast, exercicé v‘lr- S
v . ER |

tuqlly \mlinited control over cbnegee anti univercitiel in their state.

¢

Rehom for the exercise of control are, more often then rot left '
:\
. i/-plicit'by state agencies and nuumed to be subsumed under general

't;udgetery ‘and edmi'ni'atrative'povers. Explicit expression of state :
;\mrpoee in/ tpe regulation of higher education may at timcs be fc,und o o .
o :ﬂ\lQN authority 1is exercieed by a utate/higher education agen(-y to ’ : " | v
vhich regulatory pover has been del.e/b(ted. | ' S

To enticipate later Aiscussion, we vould note here the very great

nunber of woys in which states can intervene in highes edueetion, ani

ve would euphasize that all of these are ‘usu_n.lly e‘xercised to tnrth'erg e 4

legitima.te state interests. More or lele in order of their generally 1
perceived impact on the institutiono, etate controls over the -levels e \
and conditions of fiscal support and over acedemi\(\degreee and other. | ‘o
.'academie programs head the 1istr Direet\Po.liey controln are very often

exercised over admiuionu criteria, tutition policy, and inati tutional“

eize. State controls over profeﬁei:)nal and other licensures are critice.l

to epeciric progrems V@ous direct. and indirect peraonnel controls have . ,.
an impact, but it is probp,ble that periodig i'isce.l and program audits |
condncted for specific purposes are more influential. Finally, there are
ever-present rules.ang regulations controling.' the cpnstructioh of -

physical ‘Tacilities end the purchase cf ;lmost all 'equ.ipment.‘ Tvo - . .
observations mi ght be made re.iating touthis }W’““Vy‘%‘ ' |

t

© Clearly, as nichard Millard has sugeeatcd in dincuneion, thc

state hu a "numbelr of lcgitimute interents in hip,her education

\ l ;
\ . /




‘ . ' 'vhich‘ the federel goirer'nment does not have, and there ie con-

,;\ './ : \~ eequently greater ecope for the exercise oi state inrlnence.

7 K4

C e | o . L
Y : ‘But equelly clearly, as Robe~t Berdehl notcd in the'aame context,
| o \

there is great potentiel fbr major nbuse in the yide array of

procedures and reejenu for: intervention. He. euggesta elso -

o
1)

- and ve agree -- that the trend eppeare to be towvard raking po- -

| tentia.l abuse a reality - 'f, | o _ )

R I}
|/

. For a variety of reaaone atexe pcwer hes\generally been exercised

Y ]

. with conetraint. MaJor public universities ben%;ited from ‘the inertia b

of hietor‘cal independence fibm state government 1 controls,. if not

/ ' respect for it. Until comparctively recently, maLy of the, fbur-year (
p . 3 .
I ' colleges and most two-year cnmpuses were edministered very much labe’

\

state egencies -- with little independence but aleo vith little inter-
ference from understaffeds pert-time legielaxures. Most .academic decieione
\ vere individuel.feculty, depcrtmentel, or campu. decieions and only \

vithiu the recent past heve_staxe governments appeared to shov any serious _

continuing ingerest,in them.

Seme recent deyelcpme 8 in state governmental.regulation afe similar
. ‘ . -

to those in the federal area\ Increeningly, generul legislation per-.

~ taining to all publie agencied\{n a atate is being made applicable to

publie collcgee and’ universities -- a major example collective barpaining
legislation for publie e:qployees, Other stete developmente specific to

higher education are outiined here' for later discussion:

Qo . - ' L o 1'?
¢ 3
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. ' ° .State govsfnments show -increasing interest in the private
| . seector of hfﬁhef»education (M1lard, 1974). Direct instit-
\\\ utional suppnrt in New York, Illinois and a number of other

¢

‘ etetes ‘% T recent that its 1mpact on: private cempases can-

- : -not/ yet essesefd But such aigq, along with the conditiona

1'7 \ | T ; companying subetantially }ncreased student finenciel aid

_? ‘ lin these and.other states, have aroused the interest of etate
| ; agencies in such matters as the duplication of programs/ flow

o(\ students, "e.nd the reletioneh;p between cretﬁ‘t hours and =
[ o ] coﬁtact hohrs?on'private campuses. | |

. o o

- ‘Kistorieel 'primexy concern with public. camvuses has expanded .
to include statevide planning P !ses. Although federal '
N ' statutory proviaions for statevide. plenning egenciea (3 202

: ‘commilsions) heve not been generally implemented to the extent

that many original proponents ‘thought desirdble, these provieionl

,have had some 1nt1uence. And not only has private' himher ed—

’ |9
4 f
7

ucation been dreVn into the ecope of etatewide planning pro-

-

. ; L “cedures, but propriete:y schools as well.

//: o y Although research has long been an element of generallstdt;)qup-
Ve Ve port of higher education » the federal government has assuredly
;. | ‘ asserted the meJor role in sheying the size and direction of
the.resedrch effort et the major univeraities. Recently, however,
otate governments evidence inereasing awvareness that the problems
e ‘ posed by energy and vwater shortares, by population and trnnn-

+

portation dirticgrtieo.-and by overall concern for economic and. !




- ressed by appropriate acadcmic apccialiata. Statc"intcrcst ,/f /

'vhich'nay or may not have near-practical app)

:~utory authority over nevw programs end otttn ovcr*cxisting ones

\.'. \ . ’ ' t-
environmental wvell-being, nqy -~ perhaps, should — be ai-

-

in research diffcrs form most earlier federal intcrca* in

one important respect: State governments more than the fbﬁeral‘ -

.apppar 40 be concerned with ahort-tcrm practical solutiona,

es opposed to long-term, abstract contributiona knowledge ./,, e
cati

Oﬂ_‘,o'»:/-’ .

Ve
» . 4
. Ve :
I : / °

.Statc govcrnmcntararc nov ahowiny an incrcaainé/intcrcst in

"
H

exercising control over particular acadcn}c;programs Stat-

'#

has gﬂnerally bccn delegated to a state higher cducation agency.

to thc cnd that it bc uned to avoid "unncceasauy'duplication"

”,

anong\institntiona;' In thc pest, the authority has generally

. been crcrciced vith scnaitivity and restraint, but ahrinking

\

. //‘ enrollmcnts and tight atatc budgeta now indicatc that less

restraint -- ‘although ve trust no less aensitivity ~= will be

prqbablc_in the future, | . ,7
. . A S

Finally, state governﬁcnts are expanding their interests to in-
: i ' - '
clude institutional activity thatfia funded by other than state
general rcvenue appropriationa, In the.paat, state controls

vere almoat aivays directly tied to state general fund support,

‘but several states nov gseek to extend control to activities - .

‘aupportcd by othcr fnnding agencies or sources, includinp the

most important one -~ the fcdcral govcrnmcnt.




‘N

[
The weh of relationships amonp fcdcral and state Fovernments in

o

“thelr interesta in highér CduQ&tiOh is tangled’ and changing. Therv

is little doubt but that the historical anu substantial iudependence -
vhich colleges and universities nave had from governmental inter-

vention.is being eroded In addition thc interventions appear ‘to
: /

"~ lack common purposes vhich might imply new directions or 1imits. But 7

directions and limits are essential: hipher education i4 far tod*cpm-

plex to be managed from either Washington or state capitals. Direction

~ and limits in the case of state Rovernmental intervention are particularly

’idifficult to deduce because they must be inferred, ve believe from -

almost limitless number of Specific inatitutional eonoequenees. Vo,

7’ 3 ' . . ‘ .




STATE AGENCIES AND INSTITUTIONAL AUTONOMY .

) . ' ' Sy
oot . ‘

'State intervention in the affairs of higher education takes place in
cinont[infiuite vays . Direct intervention Ly governorg and lc&iolotors

. | is.not as common as once may have been the case but it still occurs. "

9 . L4

Eulau and Quixby (1970) report & classic case of legislative inter-

vention in vhich ‘a proressor vas dismisaed becousc of direct pressure
®

on the governing board. They quote a member of the Texas legislature
on the fssue (p. 63): - A . | K

ry [
\

. I think 1t ia shcmeful, as happened last veek _ that .a member of
the House should write a telegram and send it to the board of
/. S rpgento asking the dismissal of a proressor. That i, the'
board of regent's business, Or, more correctly, it in the

(univertity]‘cdminiat;atioh”s.busineee..{
) /| :

The exemple illustrntee ‘direct intervention and also vhat we believe

S

.f ) is increesing sophisticction of state legislatore and some reluctance

aon their part-to w.dertake direct intervention. Although such cases

. ‘create substantial furor and publicity. v2/6EIieve that they pose 'Y leas

: serious thrcct on higher. education than t
L.

unpublicized controls exercised indirectly through powera delepatcd to

more pervasive, routinc,

- : .other agencies. ‘The major cgenciec exercieing control over collcccs nnd. ;
universities are atcte ﬁigher.education agencies. The first part of
- this section describes their general history and present status. The
second section . describes, more brierly, executive and lcgislative stafr

i

agencicsb the third is conccrned.vith institutioncl autonomy as it reloteo i

17
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\,\Stnte Higl_aer Edu'ention Agenciee

1

-~

to etnte controle. and a, fl nel part reporta on the perceptione which

state ngercy orrioide have regnrding recent trends in the relative

9
pover of the pajor etote agencies and the inetitutione..

. -

-

®e .0

Thére seems to be general ogreement that history of state higher ed-
ucation ngenciee. or more generally, the history of state control

over colleges and univeroitieo, comprisee four main periods (Pliner.

" 1966, p. 12):

ot
s

(1) couplete autonomy of institutions (1.e., the lege.'l govern}ng
)\

boards) lasted from colonial doye to the late 19th’ century,

[ . /\
(2) crention of oingle statevide governing boa.rds that began in
‘the lot,e 19th century and extended into the 19h0'o.

.

(3) creation of informo.l voluntary urmgemente that gained inpetuo

in the decodes or the forties and fifties and

o
» [

(L) ecreation of formal statewide ‘coordinating agencies concerned

vith researcn, polfey and planning that began primarily in

“the 19 's and 18 continuing today.

4

For the precent purposes, the most ei'gnificont element of this history

appears to be the long period in which institutions vere either in- |

d\gmdent in setting their course of action or in which state controls

18
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~ vere exercised\di ctly by legislators or govemprs on separe.tely
sovcmed instityt ons, Qgntrol through attte higher qducation apencies
‘ is rocent - so recent thst many active. apokesmen ‘for, hi@xq{ edur;a,uon
S o today m intiudtol.y t'miliar vith battles insthe at.nte co.pitols tlut ; c .
| | ‘.'":' vere von, loat.._ or cqﬁprorg;ise;!_iq the _na_lme,'qf ;ngt;lgggiqual .qgtgho_w. - .
| | 'Berdshl (1971)/’ and Clepny (‘_1959_‘;7197§.)_ e_xplog%‘._the _,gpés_t rg:p_erlxt"“
éeriod, the period.;@t_ grovth ‘of s’:,age_,’hi‘gh_ér ,efil'\;gavtiipn‘q.lgcng.ilgs:")iqiid_eta‘il.
| There is some in ’/cat;qr_;_;hat thg. ,ep._x;l;lg; sssumption that ‘g;x_xgi_e.?,“t/e'- N
vide governing boards were unlikely to be esteblished after the 19!:0'5'
\ Vas premiture. Between 1968 and 19‘{3 Ma.ine, North leina, .Utuh West
Virginia and Hi/aeonain es\tablished euch boards.. In a much quoted speech,’
" Preudont Enargon of Ohio State eloquently depz,ored the crent.ion of sueh

boards in North Cu'olina and Htseonoin es examplen or 1ncreo.sed ptate

' " intervention: "In both states, the state. eollezel and nniveraitiea have

» all-embracing gtgtef nn#versity.
:Z(a triumph or systems -- a nev emp re,' a nev tota.ifbureaucracv"
ars

on, 1973)-. Others have suggepted hat the ﬁmpacta of th,e rgorgan-'

\ ” \ been foma)ly merged into a aingle, ne

| 'h.ation in the two stctes should be exa.mineck in detail befo;e being con--

| demned out of hand (Lee & Bowen 1975, pp. 18-19) Whether the fmre‘

» ‘reccent. events portray a trend or not, the issue ot\ti\e effectivenfu of
. single goveming boards us opposed to separately organize\d cpordinating
sgencies is one which will continue. In this regard, the Carnegie -
Foundation for the Advmc.ement of Teaching ( L‘)Tﬁ. p. 1h) indicated its

firot preference for a coordinating :uwncy with orny ndvinory authorlty.

.and, as necond pwf‘eronco indiented the single atatevide governinp,




.

-

bo:rd over eepornte coordinating ageney wvith regulntory authority.
. _This latter order of preferenee met \rith substantial eriticien
o ~ (8ee mnu-d 1911) Glenny (1976 p. 42) suggests thnt there may
- be 1ittle eubetentive ditference betveen ‘a eingle statewide governing
 board and & regulatory coord.inating agency, if vhat he sees as the-

current trends tovu-d inereuing the pover of the latter continuee.

. l».; He notes thnt origine.uy governors and legislators delegated their own

o uuthority to the st?e higher edueation agencies, but that more

reeent].y, the added povers of such ageneieel neve been those heretofore
exereieed by institutional governing Vboardn.

L The iuue. re'leting to the fornun organization of state higher '

| euucntion agencies are inportant but probably more eo' in the contes‘tt. of
the history and politiea of e.\partieular etate than ror a ganeral viev
.of state intervention. On the vhole, ve agree vith Patrick Callan
(1975, p. 16) that ‘orgdnine.tional anh etruetui'd quea.tione should be
‘asked only- ufteri. the impact of the actual exerciee of pa.rticulo:r areas of'
authority has be‘en.'anmfed. - o / |

. . . .
- ~ : ’ o i

-

' -

) 'Nevertheleu,. the current status of formal stru_eturee among the 50.
states is the organizational context for the exercise of state ecn. -1s.
Anyone entcelng into a serious investigaticm of state intervention

~ should be familier #ith the tvo mont recent, detailed descriptions of
, state orp,unization and authority: The first vas formulated by ﬁobsrt
erdahl foz"lt'the Carnepie Foundation (Supp., 1976, PPp. '5'3457) , and the
o second by Richard Millard (1976). * As backgrouhd for this pnrticulnr

paper, hovever, gtste hi«her eduor.tion npeneies nay be clusii‘ied into

-20
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three or tour genernl typel bued on their formal authority (See Glenm',‘
1976, P. 31. Bowen end Glenny, 1976, p. 1?)

/

- -
/
/

© ® Strong coordinnt}.on ia usuun.v rvpreaented by the eiggle

. ’ / ,, conlolidnte vernin bonrd thnt both gd{erna end coordinntel

all four-yeu', 1net1tut1ono in () ltete -~ for exwple, the

-

/

| J \ Univerlitv or Wisconsin System. But in other ltntee - Kenur "
) ' lﬁuiolippi or llorth Dakota — agencies vith reletively mnnu-. .
. formal etructurel do not exerciu einnerli etrong aeuthority.
o # & ." - -l
. . o _ |

° lbderotely strong coordination is eccompnshed by a reg_u;otog
| oordinating .E.ﬁ.._':'l vhich hns specific statutory authqrity over

T~ budcetl. plenning, acadenic proqem or one or more ofithese.
. ~ the the ltrength ot coordination obviouely depende on thc '

’ speciﬂc ltetutel, 1t elso depends on the neeeptunce or t};e
- agency' s euthority by the govemor, the leghlnture. end the in-

/ | _stitutions. The ‘Board of Bigher Educe\ion in Ininoil 1.

| . example of' a strong boerd. An exenple of a vee.k regule.tory

K ‘board is that in Muoaehusetta.
Relatively veek eoondinetion is usually renreoented by en e.d sog
coordinating agency which has only the pover to mnke recoh-

| uendetiona and ney leck budgetary responsibility. H_ere agein,

strength depends on the ered:lbinty of the board with state

ngenciel and institutions. An advisory egency may be quite strong,

L]

as in wuhington, or msy be veak, as in New Hampshire.

»




‘l'ob].g I indicatcs the arovth of the uvcrd types of ageacies over

t.hc pest 40 years. At the present time, only Dclcwu'c and Vermont a.e \

states vhich sppear to lack any formal coordinating structure (save tho -
) %pc Ccmnission) " The importance of formal cuthoﬂty, at least 1n the
budgctu-y area :ls indicated in 'l‘sblc 2 vhich reports on tl;c rcsu].t ot 5/" |
a cO{Ry conducted as pc.rt %f a.study of thc 1upc.ct of state ﬁscal | *
. - stringency. Therc is a clear relationship bctvccn fomc.l outhority and |
the robcbility that ‘.hc agency vould be rclicd tipon for ullocation of
. - . budgetc.ry reductions among 1nst1tutions. ' S 0

tt
'

-

—

\ : T
Formal cuthority is not dofinitivc hovever, for wve found 1t 1n- ‘ 2

tcrccting t.hat 1n thc unc surve,, ‘the responses o\? the otctc highcr
cducction cgcncicc y regardless of formal wuthority, were ovcrwhclmclngly
“to the cffc‘nt that state ﬁccu ctringcnm cithcr had leq\or would be |
likely to lead to grcctcr ccntrdizction of occdcnic progran dccicior"(
in their offices. WQ vou:l.d enphuizc thct this vas a perccption of thc .
future shared by seven or eight eonsolidated goveming boards , by 10 4
of 12 regulatory coordincting agencies, and by three of four idﬂsory |

’ } coordincting agencies, a total of 84 'perccnt of the cgencicc responding+
to the qucstion (Boven & blcnm‘, 1976, p. 70). "Centralization" is a
notoriouzly ambiguous term, of coursc but not so ambiguous thiat the
reported perccptions cannot be clcarly read to 1mp1y grcatcr state -

1ntcrvention in the event of fiscal stringency.

]

/




Tablel . | , ‘.

'HISTORICAL GROWTH OF STATE HIGHER EDUCATION

. - | AGENCIES (Cumlative totals) - .
. - % 8tate higher education vocn | C amed |
, agency | 1930 19?9 1960 1969 . 1976 |
) ' Voluntary 0 3 8 k 1 '
Statevide governing T R
board .10 15 . 15 16 - .
Regulatory eoordinating . R
. agency ! 2. 5 15 - 19
Advisory coordinating '/ o
agency e 0 S | < 13- . . 9
' g /-‘.
L Dnring 1976 Haryland left the .dvioory ranko to beeonio regulatory
7 o= - __and Nebraska left the voluntary category to beocome ndvisory.
. ukuc the ftnll ﬁmru of Apgult 1976 '_. ’ \
20 regulatory '_ . o, .
'9 advisory S | | Y
0 voluntery Wi ' - _
19 statevide governlng Ly -
2 no ngency . \ o | . : AR
Bo\:réq: Berdahl (1}11) for 1930-1969 gires; 7
. | ' Carnegie ?wndation (1976) fo 1976 ﬁgurec.. ' :
e ) . . EN - ‘ \
e \




<brdbablc’ne11anee on Siate Higher Education Agency for
Allocation of Reductions among Campuses and Academic
Programs by State and by Type df 'Coordination

| coordinnxion'." *Yes No Other Total
| S;ngle'boa:d ,_. 8us 8y os® 1008
: 1) ) @ . 3
_ Regulatory coordination  56% 38% 6$b. - 100%
o ; (9, (6) (1) "  (16)
- Advisory coordination 385 62% - 1005
o BV : (3) (5) - . (8)
Other / — =" 100%¢ 100%
. = - (2 . (2
Cmeta T/ S8 s 108 1b0%

/o 23 (12) (h) (39)

, / ’ ' '

* Classifications derived from The States and Higher Education
(Carnegie Foundation, 1976). A somewhat different classi-
fication appears in the earlier descriptive report in this
-present series (Clenny et al., 1975a).

\

b. ‘ :
- 'No response. .

¢ Quenfiqn not applicabdble.




Ve emphuize the contrast between the expected innuence of formal

L3

.etmcture pf atate higher education moiea on one huid, md, av the
other. the perce'peiona of centrdizutiom vhieh appeer unrehued
formal structure. fThis -Ollphalil is not aiup'hr to ~poee‘ s parudox “but
rather %o point. out the necesaiw of" exmining \the Getaila of the reault.s
ot int.emntion rather then the organisationu or prooeduml causes of
it.  State higher education: mciee are the noc& importmt mnciea by
vhich the lute :I.ntomnes in higher education, ,but t.hcy are t'u- too
diverse snd far too enmeshed in the histary and poliﬁica' of.each state

~ to provide the major Wasis for a syatematic investigation.

State Executive and Legislative Staff - o
) 3
State agency organizetio:%, roles, and functions relating to higher ed- )

 thation budgsting vers described end snalyzed in the reports resulting
from the Berkeley Center's ,recep?t_s.t,ugw_ of these org,anizgtif_om in 27
etetee.. Our efudiee eoncentnted on budgetai'y i;eamneibiiii:ies but it
'vu clee.r thet budget;u'y relponeibilitiee or activity related to f,hen. " '

vere at the heart of most stet.e eontrol Ove ., or regulx\tion of, hiFher

edueetion.‘ A summary of the conclusions of these carlier studies is ap-
. - . ' M

., \

State Executive Staff. In addition to budgeting, governors_ heve a vide

propriate lLere.

vnriety of responsibilities for which staff is employed end from vhich
intervention -in hizher education may occur. Such responsibilitiee
usually include varying degrees of control over siuc,h,'f,\mtionl as purchasing,

persorn..el rules and regulationn , nccountinlg.“nnd publl orke. Fxercise

\
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"ot thoae'cdministrative,functiona in"the past have resulted in a.number

of "borror-atories" (See Mooy & Rourke,:1959.4particu1nr1y pp. 103-181),

We vill not hazard a guesa a. to vhether such incidents gre more or.

less frequent than they vﬁyem 8go. For present ‘purposea, inter’-
ecth

vention in the form of ex

2 office control over’gdministrotive or oo
ncnngenent actfeqties io not discusoed.here except to thc extent thhi/

B ’ controls such o8 these increase the cost of accountcbility. It ia not
. ? ‘ »

e

that this type of intervention does not ceuse difficulty ror the instit-'c;- . f _
utions, for it does., Rather such interventibn does not have the direct

- {impact on educational policy mattera that is characteristic of the. |
intervention vith vhich ve are primarily'conccrned Interventions byv//o

cxecptiVb budﬂEt ofticcs¢cqn have this direct impact. o . T

-

!' o Virtually every state hab on executive budget office with respon-
| *1bility to the sovernor for the allotment and control of funds. In
} , the rare excer:.. .- Miaailsippi fbr exnmple -~ a Joint legislotive-.
T " . exccutive commission or similar group performs this function. Executive

budret staff must; becouse ox their responaibilitiea fbr the-entirc’

state budget bc more interested in the‘inpact of atote revenue ractors
, ‘ 'and ovuer overall cost matters than are either legislative start or the
| - state hizher education oeencies. ercutive budpet staff appear to be

nore sensitive to thc complexity of hipher educotional policy isaues than
‘are legislative staff. . o

- o 3 : o ' | ..
Either'fbrmally or intormally, the gubernatorial positions of gcneral SRS

cducotional as_vell an fiscal issuea relatinn to higher education tend to

. . be conveyed to institutions -through 55%$utivc budget staff. These staffs
ERIC o S T
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appear to be. leas: concerned than legieletive staffs with specific

W

lcndemicfprogrmes end epecific campuses . Executive.budget etut‘!’,_np-l ‘
pear %o be coneidcrctly.more'concerned about the:collection and analysis i
ofiguentntivc datn than do Iezielntfve etnffs' but theif interest in

such information is lesa then that of the state higher educntion
egencice. _Ae usually occurs in state higher education egenciea but

.not on legialative staffs, Junior members of executive budget offices

tend to be directed cloecly,by senior ‘more 'xperienced stafrf membera.

’/ .

'Executive budget starf reviev of budgets 1s structured heavily by 3 '

tae timing, format. and other requirements of the executive budgct
’into vhich inatitutional budget requeets must be t:anulated Deedlines
for decision in executive budget offices often depcnd on otatutorily
fixed dutes and related technical, production deadlines. Stete governors
can intervene‘Girectly into higher educational affeirs vithout involving
'their staffs, of course. The governor in West Virginia vas responsidle
for adding a'second public medical’ school in that state. The governor
’ of Florida would not sign the peychecks of & particular campus chief ex-

L.
- ecutive, The term'nation of Clark Kerr ) appointment as chief executlve

o? the University of California by then Governor Reegan-ia a clnssic
example of direct gubernatorial intervention.
&

State lepislative Staff. -Staffs of legiclative committees are less easily

categori zed than thoae in executive budgct offices, A state legislature
may or may not employ gtaff for a Joint fiscal committee. Staff may be
assigned to individuel committees from a central pool. whether there ie a

‘Joint staff or not , the fiscal committees in either of both houses may or
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{ f.qy hot eupiqy s £f. As an edded complicstion, committee staff may be
further hivided to support mir.:. and msJority party neubeqs. .
S S | YV » | |
s o Legislative fiscsl staff cea selectively'dee] with issues, and are
less likely “to engage in routine c¢r structured activity than sre executive
;. ' _budget o}fices snd state higher education agsncies. Legislstive staff
nqy visit cempuses ss often es do executive staff, but they appear more
interested in specific csmpus issues snd priorities than in oversll
| state educetionsl or budgetsry metters. There are, of course, exceptions,
\ f" " and, for exsmple legislstive staff in Nebraska are developing the infor-
i : “mation .y.ten fbr higher education, and the legisla ive staff in Michigan
| have maintained an overall budgetary "tracking" system idhependent of |

that of the executive budget office.

—

'r-=_,/%”?
| B -
Reviev of 1nstitutions1 budget requests by legisintive staff is less
structured. thsn that performed by either executive budget offices or
. state higher educstion sgencies. In some instances, review may be under-
taken only st the specific request of a legislator. In other ceses, par-
.ticulerly vhére there is Joint committee staff, reviev mey be almost as
o structured and comprehensive as that of the executive budget office. "//
N r
o /r*‘*u\\ ‘In addition to.legislstive staff Gbncerned directly wvith the budgetary
' pﬁocesses, there is an increesing number of separate legislstive'sudit j
'/ ': staffs thst perform policy, performance, or evaluation audits as distinct
from routine fiscal audits. It has been our experience tﬁ/: in most
fnstances, these lcpislative audit staffs are used_for investigetion of

higher education natters: An exampie of the impact of cne such investigation

28




appear to be less conccrned than legialntive ptarte vith specific
acodenic proglmas and epccific cempucee. Executive budget staff ap-
‘peer to be°conaidcrably more concerned about the collection and enelysio
of quantative deta thun.do legislative staffs, but their interest in
such informntion is leas than that of-the state higher education B .
agencies. Ae usually occurs in state nigner education agencies;-but \

not on legislative staffs, junior members of executive budget o{fices

- tend to be directed closely by senior, more experienced staff members.

Executive budget staff review of budgets is etructured heaxily bﬂ
the timing, format, and other requirements of the executive budget
into which institutional budget requests must be translated. Deadlines

tor_decision in executive budget offices often depend‘on statutorily

fixed dates and related technicai,'production deadlines. State governors
cen,interVene directly into nigher educational affairs without involving
theirletefrs! Ar course. The éovernor in West Virginia was responsible
for"edding a aJ%ond public medical schorl in that gtate. The governor
of Floride woulannot'sign_the oeychecks of a particular campus chief ex-
ecutive.. The termination of Clark Kerr's eppointment as chief executive
of the University of California by then Governor Reegen is a classic |

example of direct gubernatorial 1ntervention. "

-~

!
4

. State Legislative Sterf. Staffs of legislative committees are less easily

'cetcgorized than thoae in exec\tive budget offices. A atate legislature
" may or may not employ staff for a Joint fiscal committee. Staff may be
assigned to individual committees from a central pool. Whether there is a

Joint staff or not, the fiscal committees in either of both houses may or
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may not empléy staff. As an added complicazlon, commi ttee ataft.mqy be

~

further divided to support minority and mgjqfity purty members.

Legislative fiscal staff can selectively deal with ;sQués, and are
1esl'likély to enkage.ih routine or afructured_act;vity than a:l'fxeeutive
~budget officea and state pighef'eaﬁcatibn agencies. .Legialative statf\ .
‘may visit campuses as ofﬁen gs.db executive staff, but they_appear more
1ﬁtereated in specific¢ campus 1qsue§'and priorities than in overall,

"tate eéucationaior budgetﬁfy mdtters; Thgre ‘i’f4°? cpurqe, exgeptiongg .
and, for eximple, 1égislati§e_statt in Nebraska a;é éé;eloping the infor-
mation gystem fbr higher education, and thé legislaé;vﬁ staff in-Micﬁigan
have pain}ained an ovérall'budgétaQV "tricking" system independent of

that of the executive budget office. " \\
\

.Review'ot institutional budget requests bj legislntive staff'is leQL
structured thanfihat pgtfbrmeq by eitﬁer_executivg budget officea_or _
state higher education tggncies.l In some instances, reviev may be under-
taken only at the apecifié_request of a legislator. In'otﬁer cases, par-
tiéulafly vhere there is joint committee'starf, reviev may be llmdst

structured and comprehensive as that of the executive budget  office.

In addition to legislative starf concerned directly with the bu .ti:y

‘processes, there is an increasing number of separate legislative audi
staffs that perform policy,'berrormance, or evaluation audits as ais ncgﬁ
from routine fiscal audits. It has been our experience that in most ,f

. ‘ S

insthncea, these legislative audit staffs are used for lnvestigation’bf

higher education mattera. An example of the impact of one such investigation

. _ : . — s
RIC ' '_\;() . i
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eppeer to be less concerned than legieletive staffs vith -specifie

academic progrmea end epecific campuses. .Executive budget ltetf ap-

pear to be conaidcrebly more concerned .about the collection and enalysio
of quentetive dcta than do legielative staffs, but their interest in
such informntion is lesa than that of the state higher education ,
egenciee.A As usually occurs in state higher education agencies, tut

not on legislative staffs, junior members of ‘executive budget offices

'tend/to"be directed cloeely.by eenior, more experienced staff members.

Executive budget staff reviev of budgets is etructured heevily by

 the tiningh rormat end other requiremente of the executive budgct ~

into wvhich institutional budget rejuests.must be trannlated. .Deadlines

for decision in executive budget orrices often depend on statutorily

fixed dctes end related technical, production decdlinee. Stcte governora

‘can intervene directly into higher educctional cffeirs vithout involving

their staffs, ,or cowrse. The governor in West Virginic vas reeponsible
for edding a second public. medical school in that st e. The governor
of Florida would not eign the paychecks of a particulcr'cempue chief ex-

ecutive, The termination of Ci%rk Kerr's appointment as chief executive

- of the University of California by then Covernor Reagan is a classic

example of direct gcubernatorial intervention, -

1, -2

o

State legislative Staff. Staffs of leginletive committeesfure less easilv

categorized than those in executivé budget offices. A etate legislature
mey or may ‘not employ staff for a Joint fiacal committee. St;tf may be
assigned to individual committees from a central rool. Whether there is a

Joint staff or not, the fiscal committees in either of both houses may or

31
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may not employ staff. As an added complication,' committee staff may be

turther:divided to eupport ninbrify'end majority party qtubere.

Legieletive fiscal etaff can selectively deal with ieeuee and are
less likelj to engape in routine or structured ectivity than are executive

‘ budaet officee and state higher education agencies. ‘iegielative eteff
.qey'visit cempusee as often as do executive;eteff but they appear more

| intcreeted in specific caupus issues and prioritiee than in overull.

] state educetional or budgetary matters. There ere. of course, exceptions.‘
‘tnd for exemple legisletive eteff in Nebraska are developing the infor-
mation .y.tem for higher. education, and the legislative staff in Michigen
have nein*eined an overall budgetery "tracking" system independent of
that of the executive budget office.

Rcviev of 1ne€Ttueione1 budpef requests by legielntive staff is leee
' ltructured than thet performed by either executive budget offices or .
. gtate high r education agencies. In some inetencea. reviev may be under-

teken onlyl at the specific request of a lesieletor. In other caeee. par-
y

ticulu.rly vhere there is joint committee eteff. review ma.y be almost as

etru tured and compreheneive as that of the execufive budget office.

In sddition to legislative staff concerned directly vith the budgetary

processes, there is an increesins number of separate legislative audit

-~

staffs that perform policy. perrormance, or evaluation audits as dietinct

from routine fiecal audits. It has been our experience that in most

instances, these lcriulntive andit staffs are used for inveetigation of

nigher education matters. An example of the impact of one auch investigation

L




P o appear to be less concerng?,thnn legislative stnffe-vith.speeific;
acadenmic progrmas and'epecific cenpuaeo.AMExeeuttve budget staff ap-
| pear to be eoneidevnbly'nore concerned'nboutlthe collection and enaiysin |
- of qunntntive dntn then do legislative stafrs but their 1nterest in
" such information is less then that or the atate higher education
. o _ ;;encie-. As usually occurs in stnte higher education egenciea but
not on legillaxive staffs, Junior members of executive budqet ofticea

tend %o be ‘directed closely by senior, more experienced staff members.

v
-

© ‘Executive budgei staff review of budgets is ltruetured heavily by
the tining. format, and other requirenentl of the executive budget .
.éx ) 1nto vhich 1nut1tutionel budget requests m translated. Dee@lines
o . for deeieion in executive budget offices o:::nh:>pend on statutorily
fixed detes and related technical, production doedlinen. State governors
can 1ntervene directly 1nto higher educational affeirs vwithout 1nvolving
their stnrfa. of course. The governor in Vest . Jirsinin wns‘reuponsiblew
for adding a second public medical school in thet state. The governor
of Florida vould not sign the ‘paychecks of a particular clapu' ¢h1ef ex-
y eeutive. The termination of CIark Kerr's appointment as ohiet executive
of the University of California by then Governor Reagan is o claneic

e example of direct cudbernatorial 1ntervention.

State lepislative Staff. Staffs of legislative committees are leas eaéily
. categorized than those }n executive budget offices. A state legislature
may or may not employ staff for a joint fiscal committee. . Staff may be

esaigned to individual committees from a central pool. Whether there is a

, Joint staff or not, the fiscal committees in either of both houses may or

4




. ) »
may not eaplqw staff. As an edded complicntion, committee staff may be g

further divided to eupport minority and meJority party members. S

3

Lesilletlve fiscal statr cen selectively deal with issues, and ere

less llkely'to engage in routine or structured activity than ere executive
budget offices and state higher educetion aaeneiee. Lepilletive staff
. may visit campuses as often as do executive staff, but they appear more
W interested in specific campus issues and priorities than in overell,
‘etete educational or budgetery'metters. There are, of eouree, exeeptions,
and, for exumple,/;egisletive staff in Nebraeka are developlng the 1nfbr-
$ . - nntion system for higher education, and the legieletive etuff in Miehigan
heve maintained an overall budgetary "trueklng” system independent of
that or the executive budget otfice.
) ; . .
Reviev of tnetitutional budget.reQueate by legieiative staff is 1eee7
structured than that performed by elthe}.executive.budget offices or .
state higher educet;on-egeneiee.‘ in some instances, ieviev ‘may be under-
taken only at the specific requeet of e legislator. In qther cases, per-
ticularly vhere ‘there is ‘Joint eomnitteq_etufr reviev may be almost as

ltruetu:ed and comprehensive as that o* the executive budget office. :

In addition to legislative staff concerned directly with the budgeta:y
prbceseee,;there is an increasing number of separate legislative audit
staffs that pe;form policy, perfbrmance, or evaluation audifn an di-tinct
from routine fiscal audits. It has been our experience that in most

lnatnncea these lcpislntive audit staffa are uaed for 1nvestigation of

higher education matters. An example of the 1mpact of one such investigation
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in Wisconsin ie dieehaeed»leter in this paper. Hc heve euggested in an

earlier study thet the role which these staffs vill pley in hudreting

and regulating higher cducexion will increase (Glenny, et el., 1975.
P. 16)

. . 0 .. .
) ' L . .

- ;8\#;_&1 Uhcther one is conaidcr:lns _br.Oed state policies for higher ed-

o ucetion or the details of implemcntetion of such policy, executive end '

legieletive staff are elmoet elveye the vehicle for overseeing instit-

/

utionel couplienoe., Moreover, they often ,Iny criticel yo'es in the process

of policf fbrnuletion. perticulerly vhcre an iesue hovever importent it

| night be to higher cduceticn is not ot high politlcal salience to thc

governor or lcgieleture In one etexe vith which ve. are fenilier, ex-

‘ecutive budget staff ‘activity has hed an impact on infogmation poliei:za,

A critical part of any etudy of state intcrvcntion into higher education

must bé recognition ‘of the importance of exccutive and legislative stett.

Mhny staff directore such as Donald Axelrod in Newv York and .Alan Post in

‘1' - Celifbrnie have not been "clerks making acedemic decisions". They and

often their senior aides hold informed and conlidered vievs on etete
. -’ " 3

policy, viewe that oot only reflect those of governort and 1episletors

but also influence them. ¢«

[ 4 ¢ '

Institutional Autonomy . | /

Although there is undoubtedlf(gcncrel agreement on the ccntrel clements

of the eoncepts of ecedcmic rrccdom, ve agree with the Carnegie Commission

. (1975, p. 105) that "institutional independence or eutonomy is yet to bde

defined”. Hovever, it might be defined, absolute autonomy for colleres and
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. - o, ‘ . . /".'I
universitier sinply does not exist '(nkcn, 1976, p.. 166):
- | J ~

/// . . .

Exceptlwroprietw schools, no 1nltj{tution of higher educo&ion,

public or private, can claim to itsel& the‘kind or degree of -

broad antonomy vhich strictly privat’ persons, corporations, or )
otlier enterprises enJoy. The reason is esoentially that, by def-
inition, not for-profit educationa{ institutions are neceaaarily
1dentifieq either us pubiie agen7;es, public trusts, or both. An
agency, in point of lav, is fundgmentally nubiect to such limit-

) i 8. of its authority as 1ts/brinc1pal may see fit to 1mpos;:v'ubw
Thus state and community 1nst1tutions rerardleou of their probable
entity statua ‘are 5enera11y subJeet to a significant derree of
legislative coatrol over their financel and other aspects of their
activity; and aometimes are regarded as administraxive departments
pnder aupervision of the chief exeehtive as vell,

/

Although clearly subject to state control as a matter of law, it is
true that higher education 1nstitutions have enJoyed substantially more B
freedom from state regulation than have other state agencies. A&rﬁ;a,
cellcnt summary of the rensona v_hich support the case for institutional
1ndependenc§ has been.made. by the Carneéie Comhission (191, p.'lQﬁ-lOi):

o RN ) ¢
° A viasble soéiety'requires institutions of higher education with
sufficient independencc £0 that their'mcnbers feel free to

comment upon, critictre and advise on a.great variety of policiea

and practicea.

.




Creative research and effective teaching require freedom. Creat

" strides in nigher education have been mede by those ineeitutipne

that vere relatively free from external governmental control.

Freedom from externel control facilitates intelligent planning.
) i . . . ‘

o External 'control often inh&bite the type of experimentation and -

1nnevetion required for continued improvement of'eur educetionnl

resources,

° Efficient Operetion requires that degree of institutional in-
dependence needed fbr intelligent manecement.

Also, 1n a country such as France, vith a single national system
of higher education, every important univereity and eollege

issue beoonee (Y potential politicel {ssde. Our pluralistic system
has helped to prevent this, toﬁthe edVentege of both the colleges
and universities, and the body politie. .

\

\ There can be few'quarrels with the Carnegie Commission's case for

: institutibnni independenee. The problem, of course, is gn the generality

and subjective nature of the.cencepts, a problen of vndeh the Carnegid
Commission was well awdre. Moreover, the question of perspective is a
critical one. For example, ei%houéh "freedom from exnernel control
facilitates intcllipent plnnnjng}“ ean there be 1nte111¢ent utdtevi@g

planning in the abnence of guldnace from nome ninte apganecy? e major
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_question, of eoﬁree. is vhether it is even possible to‘etudy'etexe inter-
vention in the absence of criteria that distinguish legitimate state
1uterelte from "intervention" into inetitutionel prerogatives. The

tinel section of thil paper ettempte to eddreee this prdblen.

Perceptions of Shifting Power » : ' _ ' o

A questionfaire survey of executive budget offices, legislative fiscal
eteffs; and state higher edueation“;§EEEIe;*§es conducted in all.50 <
stateés as pert of the Centeﬂe major state budget etu«!y One Auestion N
explored the perceptions of persons in each of theee three neaor ageneies
. of shifts in influence over budgetary decieione enang the agehcies and -
_staff during the five years prior to the survey -- i.e., 1970-1975.
~ Based upon ehe 32 states in vhich each of the three agencies ansvered
.f f the, questionnaire, legislative fiscal staff are very cleer;y perceived
' fe influence to a greeter extent tﬁah eitﬁer state higher educatiun ‘...
!'- agencies or executive budget offices. But the latter tvo agencies are '
| percef&ed to heve.nqae some gain. In contrast, institutions or‘highere

. Q .
education are perceived to have lost influence during this period.

*

; Asburedly, budgetary decisions are not as critical to-educational
yolicy as are academic decilione. Neverﬁheleee, ve perceive the ep-
parent decline in the influence or 1net1tutione as extending beyond fis-
cal matters, end as sugaeeting’e decline in the ability of higher ed-

ucation institutions to defend themselver, against 1htervention by state

agencies.




30 . | | :

STATE REQULATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION -~ | AR

Concern over the proper distribution of iuthority among aéehcieu u?d '
institutions responsible for higher .education o.ppuré to have reached . ; j

the level of nationwide concern only within the past 20 years. Q_e_

Campus_and the State (Moos & Rourke, 1959) vas the seminal study and
analysis, m:d__.m\'xc.h of it, ‘particularlyq.n' dis.c'msi‘oﬁ'é'f' state admin-
istrative activity in areas such es purchasing, remains relevant.

| More’ rocex_xtlj, a number of att.'clempﬁ to specify 'appropri.ate' allocation of
responsibility betveen state agencies and the inntitutions have béen
made. Four o!_" these weré collected in a Sumlebent to The Carnégie
Foundation report on The States and ll?@_er‘ Education“(i976)', esich has
much to recommend it, and the pﬁrti'oﬁ of the Supplement containing the

classifications is attached to this réport as an Appendix.
v T — -

\\ . . ’ ‘ , \\..I"/
. ” Our presentation differs from these earlier efforts somevhat by
attempting to emphasize probable or, perceived state policy positiims
. that migﬁt be argued to support the intervention. There are several ®

reasons vhy we believe that such emphasis is useful :
° Inqpitutiona of higher education are organizationally con- '
se?vative, hovever libéral may be their individual faculty .

members. Faculty specialization, student expectations, and -

/ !

the oqu,‘ential nature of instruction are barriers to change.

i

. So arc /"the“ continuity of research interests, }ml/,' "deapite

i i
denials, simple bureaucratic inertia. All are stirong




‘ \\lotivea fbr nost inatitutiona to viev any externallr inpoaed .
AN . . ¢

change o8 unvarranted intervention into aeademie tﬁeedoa. or
‘ 'into inatitutional autonomy, or botn. This aeetioJ emphasi zes
A . |
- . . the qther side of the balance by making atate poli == the

redson for intervention - the explieit orranizing ?rineiple.
. : ‘
State policy for hggher education is rarely elear. Serious
dilenmas face atake university officess and governing boarda
" vho - are directed both to reduce expenditures and to maintain
| quality vithout guidance from the state on the priorities that
© the atate expects (Bowen & Glenny, 1976). Our format for .
/" >y preoentation attempts to explore the implication of general
policy poaitiona held by elected officials in moat atates to
the end of nakinp them more explieit, partieulariy as nev state

eontrola impoee on the inetitutions.

Finally, the presentation is intended to shirt emphasis from
funding and budgeta:y praetiees to the substance of educational
poliey. Despite this intent, budgetary proeedure- are still
proddnent for, to date, the budget remaina the major vehicle y
for implementing state policy. Indeed, ve have even suggosted
Y | ‘_ that some otate hipher education agencies may B negleeting

. » . their primary reaponsibility for educational policy becauso of

faaeinution vith the pover and tvchnical dcmand of state budgets

“(Gleony, 1976, pp. 18-150). .
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Uhnt state policiea reflect state government's primany respon-

sidbility for higher education? A dcfinitive answver is not posaible, -

:. . ' of eourae. for the states dirfer aubstantially Even within the dane .
atate, policies for difxerent institutions may vary in detail, in o
\xplicitness, and 1n luhstance. Nevertheless, our review of the

| thoughf of Qthers as well as our .owm exper*ence suggeets that there
are‘some six or seven areas either where policy is penerally explicit

L or/;here action by the stntes clearly implies unarticulated policy.

Chart 1 lists seven'auch possible policy areas notes examples of ‘

| folicy implementation} aqd serves as.an outline for the balance of this

A

' section.

a

-
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CHART _| ‘

POTENTIAL AREAS OF STATE POLICY FOR HIGHER EDUCATION AND SUMMARY \INDICATIONS

OF SELECTED, MAJOR IMPLICATIONS oripucu POLICY AREAS - .

1.: Goxsrnance, céordination, -Qgstés may establish the number, t ¢, and

' and administration . location of campuses. They may orga.ize

o campuses through governing and coordinating

structures to assure implementation of state
policy. They may formulate and enforce
state plans. ‘ :

2. Access : Statez may fix the numbers, distributinn, and
: ‘ qualifications of atudents. They may determine
the amount and conditions of student financial
aid, and establish procedures to assure equitahle:
access and equal -opportunity.. e

3. Instruction States may establish criteria or procedures for
' . , : determination of the adequacy of nev and existing
' academic programs. They may establish procedures
to assure geographically equitable distribution
of basic programs, and avoidance of unnecessary
duplicailqn. ’ s

4. Research *  States may establish research programs for
: . specific purposes, may require invertigation of
-1ssues relevant to the state, and may condition
the performance of reseasch funded from other
phan state funds, -

Public Service . States may require training for perceived state .
manpover needs, both initial entry training
and continuing compulsory training thereafter.

General Support States may determine levels of support using
L ' ' formulas or guidelines. They may determine
both general salary levels and distribution of
salary increments, They may use budgetary
‘pocedures or funding levels to implement or
enforce policy positions in virtually all areas
of higher education, S ‘

T. Accountabildty Stuces may require adherence tc standard ac-
' ' counting'procedures! may conduct preaudits and
postaudits of accounts, They may estahlish
procedures for purchasing and construction.
Jhey may conduct . performance or proeram audits,
and may estahlish standards for faculty activity.




' | . ) | * | o ° /
Covernance and Coordination: Statawide Planning

:/\

MsJor issues of state control over higher eduestion by ststs hinher

. educstion agencies -- orgunirstions designed snd estsblished for that
| purpose -- are covered in a number of plsces in this pspcr. In this
section, the role of such sgeneies in ststewide Planning is cmphssizsd
nss a possible source of state-intervsntion and control. We esnnot,
of course, explore the entire subject of ststewids plsnninp;xs subject .
which is covered in a recent and comprehensivs hsndbook (Hslstesd 197&)
T\e limited point msde here 1is our perception of changes in the nature
‘and extent of statewide plsnning and the implicstions of these chsnges
for°institutipnsl academic sffsirs. |
. .
Most statevide plans were originslly developed in the 1960s to .
ansver nsJor questions relsting to the growth and development of higher

education questions such as the folloving: (Glenny, 19(7)

How can the state provide a sifficient number of education places

for nev students? H;w.ssn'the state etermine vﬂieh colleges should .
" become full-fledged universities and wjiich should Jevelop i ffevent
roles.and functions? What types and extent of research‘and publie |
. service activities are’ ‘appropriate for each campus? Whefe-shpuld

nev cQlleges or t: ‘es of institutions be developed? thﬂ level of

finaneing is really required for each‘bampus to maintain a quality

program?




S '////
. i : /o
The queettons vere byéad and the annwérn in the statevide plan

reflected Zhe perv.si;yzexpeetetione of growfﬁ that prevailed generally
P

into the early 1970s," Palola, Le::?ﬂ, and Blisehke (1970) conclhded -

Y
that statewvide pl appeered to be eueeeleful in meeting parti ular

—-—

expeetations vhleh relaxed to/growth"Controlled expaneion of new campuses -

" and new academic progrens :9& extension-of educational opportun ty

But they found also that,nlanning had not been eueeeaeful in giving direct
attention to eubetantiye edueetlonnl questions of quality and excelience.

Program plans in the late l9GOe vere based on enrollment préjeqtlone that

 encouraged expectation:/of continuing funds for growth. But mqny of the

projections were unrealistic -- 1n Illinois, for example, the expectatfon

vas that the percentege of college-age youth enrolled at all campuses

in the state would increase from 60 to 68 percent between 1969 and 1974,

In fact, the percentage remaincd constant (Lee & Bowen, 1975, p. 9).
Although few institutional adminietratora or faculty memhers per- - -

eeived the statewide plans of the 1960s ‘as fulfilling all their\ea- .

ptrations, probably most had, 1nsofar as academic plans vere eoneerned

- expectations fbr Y better future. These reasonably optimietie e;pectations

‘continued into the early 19703 1n part because attention was dietraeted

by student disorder and in part because many administrators and taculty

vere simply unwilling to believe that overall growth vas ending. ~\

le
\A

, Hindsight makes it easy. to be critical of the statevide plans of the

. /

1960s, of the slick paper, lo-year compendiums of institutional aspirations.
\

Many plans wvere unrcalistie in their predictions of the future, but how-

ever 1.awed they may have been in thls respect, they eaptured the tenor

14
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P . D
of the times, and”feflected - although.perhaps'for too long -- the

strong state political and financial support vfth vhich the decade of

* the 19603 began.

4

But it is nov apparent that statevide planning during the remainder

of the 1970s and in the 1980s will be different. The umr dirtennce,

in our Opinion, is that statewide plans will be. 1ntended to be operational.

There vill be less 1ntereat in form and format and more on oubstance.
|

At the preaent time,,two of these matters of substance are sometimes

explicit 1n‘p1ana and almsht alvays at ledst implieit in the planning

processes; they are the aénkgric planning factars most likely to lend to

charges of state 1ntervention\\

\,—‘.

N

State plans and planning procedures are 1ncreasingly explicit
that funding requirements for nev ucademic proarams be aJhil-
able only through reallocation of existing resources on a

eampus multieampus or statevide busia. o

Similariy. plana‘ynd planning proecedures emphasize the respon-
8ibility and authority of state higher education agenciea to
evaluate existing programs regarding their mo@ificntion or

termination.

Until recently, state higher'éducatioh agencies directed (or at-

‘temped to direct) higher education along paths cgnsistent with atate )

"

rovcrnmcntal Foals largely throuph control over 19,:9Mentl of rrovth --
/

—

nev propramn, nevw emmpunos, nev huildingn, nev rundn. ntntcwido plann .

15
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emphanized change through incremental grovth. Rut on the campunefs’

the general direction of academic affairs vas set by internal pressures
and academic aspiratiops and politics. For the most part, complex,
internal, campus lgademic_atruéturea vere left undisturbed by statéwide

plans or planning; the ~tate higher education agency intervened only

vhen the campus seemed to be moving farther 'r faster than the state

plan alloved.

One might couparé an opergfing campus vith an enormously.intricate
Jiéauw puzile in which the fit of every piece depends on the shape and
location of all other pieces. .Properly assembled, the pieces form a
picture'that ii”detefmined by historicni'compromises, ba?kaining, gtudént
preferences, accident, and innummerable other factors. In mahy“inst;nces,
one ;uéﬂ'fcetor'might be the genera; statement of institutional rolé,
ncopé, or mission detgrmined iﬁ thé statevide plan. Even if a factor
?n ihe past, 'the cbnéern of state hiéher education agencies ﬁnq state-
Qide plans vas mainli at the edges of the ﬁuzzle, a concern with ad- -
ditional pieces, and not with those already in place; But the luxury of

such marginal interest is nSt‘possibleAany ionger. The utite°higher

‘educatipn*agcnciea are clearly intercsted in shifting pieces in the -

v . N

middle of the puzzle, an action that can distort the entire p;ciure.

4

A récent and perhaps typical-example of what mipght be expected. in
other states dccurted'in the State of wasﬂihgton wliere the state higher
education agency staff recommended a proposal to terminate doctoral

programs in history and English At Washington State University. The

nééncy deferred acting on the proggsal qf'its staff until 1979.

4




Inssitutionsl repreaentatives argued that elimination of fhe programs
vould undermine its role as a comprshensive institutfon. Agency staff .
_countered vith the contention that the primary purpose of’thé proprans

vas the preparation of students for careers. (Scully, 1977)

The Hsshington situation is interestinp in tvo other respects
Institutional faculty (ss opposed to ldministrstors) urged that
principles of scademic freedom would be violsted by the impact of the
eliuinsxion of the programs. Also, this nay hswe-been one of the few .
times vhen a national, higher education association (the American Couneil
‘on Education) has taken a public position before a state higher education
agency -- the association opposed thc staff proposal.

s
Ry

/

Although program control could violate scedemic frecdom, it would
not appear that this occurred 1n wQshinpton - at least es ecsdemic
freedom has becn defined in the .past, But the issue vas rained, and
this, together vith the 1nterest of one of the most prestigious higher /{
educa&igg,aasocistions, is an indication of the seriousness with which

~ the planning activity wsa ‘vieved.

/

In summary, scsdemic planning until the very recent past has general-
ly meant "1ntervention" in higher education only in the sense that it
has attemped to control future institutionsl patterns. Increasingly, ‘
howvever, statcwidc plnnninp means ongoinp plsnning procedures, not Just

ststic plnnuw and these procedures rely on two important nspectn of

coordinsttnn nnd,povernance




© Reviev and evaluation of nev and existing academic progr

L h -

° Continuing perfommce'or'policy and program studies an

i

-

analyses,

The interest of.staxe go#ernment.in statevide planning has shifted
.from concern about orderly growth to concern about quality, eftectiie-".
n ee!_and.internal institutional dynamics in a period of eonaolidetion.

As plans and planning procedures reneh more deeply into the 1nst1tueione,
the question is whether the planning agenciee are organizcd add etaffed.
to meke the judgements required.‘ Hov can faculty peer review be ﬁtilized?
How can procedures ﬁe made sufficiently sensitive to institutional
program balance?. ) |

\

Access .

¢ -

fhe basic state policy question is "whoﬁ eheil ve educate?". The ansver,
like the ansvers to many other such policy queetione seens moat often

&to be found 1n practice rather than in words. “Basic social and eeonomig
fbrces filter through political reelity and proceduree to result in
governmental rulesnthat set the broad outlines of an ansver, The ansvers |

are often so broad, in fact, that they may have l1ittle impact on the

- actual composition of the'atudent body at & particulgi institution.

»

There appear to be five major issues of access in which state policy
can have a controversial 1mpact on’ inotitutions- preference for residents,

admianionn enrollment limits, affirmative action, and student financial
A8 ‘
aid. '




Pnefbrenee for Residents. TheAprimnry purpose'ot publiec colleges and
universities in the viev of most state\governmental 5tr1eiela is to
serve residents of the state. Eulnu and Quinley quote what 1s probably
the viewpoint of a typical atnte lerislator: "I hnve the 1mpreasion that

the Univeraity is ndnuttinp too many out-of-stnte students and is reatricting

the chances of our own people” (1970, p. 92). They report other viewe to

<

indicate legislative avareness of-the value of geographieally balanced-
enro}lment in ‘their state uniuersitiea, but, ;. a fexas state senator
suggested, balance wvould have to give 'wey "in areas qf pressing need --
sucn as medical.and dental achoole"l(p. 91). Direct limitation of ad-
migsions is fbund in many professional programs, including not only

medicine and denistry but also veterinary medicine and lav. There are

* probably few states in which tuition for non-reeidents 1s not aubstantially

\

higher than for resiuents. In the lnte 1960s , some states -- Wisconsin
and Michigan are examples -- applied overall~quotas or proposed them for
out-or-ntate students because of legislative perceptiona that such students
caused the then current campus unrest. Additional favoritism 1s founq
in conditions on sta‘e supported student financiaX aid which gencrnily
must be uged-by residents in 1netitutione within the ‘state.

L

The implications of state intervention to favor residents can be

profound for the institutions, but, in general, difficulties are restricted

Jto fairly epecialized cases. The need for praduate programs to draw from

the very best talent in the country in penerally considercd essential, for
the qunlity_of’the students is as important as the quality of the faculty.
Where the only barrier is the hirher outnof-astate tuition, the nroblem

can be met by student,financial'aid or by tuition waivers. Absolute

-




prohibition Ba enrollment of out-ofhstste st ents, on the other hend\ s
can clesrly plsee graduate programs of a msJor ublic univereity in

& poor coupetitive position in relation to those on private esmpusess

Perhsps the msJor difficulty vith quotas imposed on a statewide -
basis is their lack of discrimination. 1In the Wisconsin situation to y
which ve have referfed, the disorders vhich gave eise to the quota vere ¢
at the Madison campus but the impsct or.the qQuota vas reportedly most
severe at the then sepsrstely governed, collegiate campus at Hhitewster, s
© & cammus vnich drew a substsntisl fraction of its students from neardby
Illinois. It sho%ld be ncted that Wisconsin snd'Minnesots hsve'entered
“into an interstate agreement vhich allows students from either state to
- enroll in any of the public institutions or the stste vithout paying
-out-ot-stste tuition. A balance of payments settlement is made at the

end of each fiscal' year by the respective government in debt to the other.

North Dakota has entered into a similsr compset with Minnesota.

¥

P

Admission _Standards .- An cstablished feature of stste higher educstion !
2Dolicy is the gsetting of general eliribility standsrds for admiseion
(Carnegie Commission, 1971, p. 105). State requirements are generally
minimum standards, and the institutions retain control over the admission

of specific students from within the pool of those eligible. The in-

stances in which statewide controls have caused difficulty sbpear quite

: selective.. The terminatici of the open sdmissions policy in the C*ty S "
. »
University of lew York vas broupht about by pressure.from the state. In

* Ca]ifornin, the Californin utate Univcrsitx\nnd Colleroq system is pro-

hibited from drnwing students from the lower two-thirds or the hipgh
ERIC o1 |




school graduates., This limit may cause_difficulty'es that system com-

petes with the numerous, attractive, and less'cxpcnsive local community
colleges vho can eqmit'epy high school graduate. Ul

In general, state intervention into admission processes is not likely
to be a major cause of instituticnal concern. It is likely thit.progress
vill be made tovard statede standardization and sinplifieation of
admission forms —- possibly over instituticnel obJections.(Bailcy, 107h,
p. 5). In substance, however, most institutions vill retein control over
their student body. The eenior officer of one muJor university chiaracter- a
i2ed state imposed edmissipn standards as "sort of* general rulcs,' end B

noted that any student "really interested in attending” would probably

get in.

T

Uppee and Loser Campus Enrollment Limits. During a period of anrollment
grovtﬁ, it wvas relatively common foe states to impose upper limits on

the siee of the campuses (% By Califbrnis Master Plan, 1960, p. 108).

These ceilings may sti1l restrict access at - some major state universities
and, perhaps, at campuses in_g:owing urban arcas (e.g., the Centrel Campus
of the‘University of Houston).y-ﬁlthough these upper limits are of less
generai significance during the current pericd of plnteauing'oe.declining
enroliment,tthcy nay still serve the ﬁu;bose of shifting students from

one campus to anpthec to-mssure controiled growth., The latter would aopear

" to be exemplified. in Mavyland currently.

\

Declining enrollments, if rendering enrollment ceiling of less

intcrcst, raise the icsue of poasible lcwer limits of enrollment for a

Al
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campus. The question is whether or not tnero is o point at vhich a
campus becomes 50 small that it is no Yanger educationally -- or verh-ns
eeonomlcally - erreetivo. Although this question was exnlored at some
length in Wisconein (University of Wisconsin uyeten, 1975) and earlier

- in South Daxota and Montana, we are unavare of any avstematic imposition

- . of such lover limits. The termination of a campus undoubtedly presente .
'an extreme case of state intervention. But it is also an example of
state responsibility that few would challenge on grounds of intervention
vith institutional eutonomy. Proposals for closing campuses in isolated -

| areas vhere enrollment does not appear to be either presently or
prospectively supportive ha\re\not met with suecees in Montana &nd only
partially 80 in Douth Dekota. The issue is political as much as it is
oducationnl. A somevhat different issue is prescented by the continued
existence of predominantly blnck schools in clope proximit;}to nredominantly
vhite campuses. The issues surrounding closure, merger, or program
modification in these situations appear beyond the scope of -the present
paper, : : ' : | ' {

4 ’ 1 /
: . oo

\

|

A1 rmative Action. The right of the states to foster equal educational

opportunity tn;ounh appropriately conditioned student rinancial aid and

a variety of new or relaxed admisB{ions nrocedures appear to be _unquestioned.
Queationed, howcvcr, -are policy proposals which would rcquire pudblie
canpuses to enroll minority grouns in proportion to the presence of ;uch_ ’
grours i{in the general or rerional populntion. The issue appears latent

at prcsent posaih)y becnuse of the uncertninty surrounding the constit-

. utionn]ity of rnctnl quotas '{in pending litimatinn.

. . r ’
o . ~J:2 - -~




. ' Student Financial Aid. State policy may dctermine general conditions \\\‘\

| and qualifications for state supported student financial al 1. ’Coutroversy - | \
coneerni e stste policy.is usually related to social rather than ed-

ucntionq policy. This is true, for example, regarding state policy

fnvori7g low-income or minority applicants over others. A somewhat dif-

'ferent issue is presented by conditions on state support vhich, if not

favoring independent, private higher education, tend to sssure its con-

tinued good heslth. Altiaough state supported institutions may obJect to A
stste support ror private campuses on a variety of grounds -we are not

avare that they have considered it unwarranted intcrvention. | ¢

\

b

. 'Althougg general conditions on student finaneisl aid are generally-
accepted, the attachment of specific conditions may be considered beyond
ressonable state policy purposes. In Hew York. ror example, the leg-
islature diatributed graduate fellowships among specific institutions over
the objection of the_Stete University of New York, which believed that

such distribution vas a prerogative of the_central offices in consultation

vith the institutions (Glenny, et. al,, 1975, p. Tu).

Instructional Programs

Few arcas of state educstiqnal policy are more controversial than that of
the role of state governmentol agencies in the review, approval mod-
ification, and termination of instructional programs. The major Carnegie
Commission report in the arca of state-higher education relntions is in- ’
‘structive, for it appears to defipc the outer limits of the proplen. but

-i8 gilent concerning the probvlem itself. The Carnegic Commission recog-
. \

nizod that it wnu "uppropriate for the state to cxcrefne fnrlucnce and




even control" over "MnJor nev endcavors" and "Effective use of resonrféh\ "

(1971. p. 105). -On the other hand, the Commission vas equslly “clear oo
in stating thst the "Determinetion of courses of instruction snd the | |
content of courses' vere vithin the ' essentisl elements or scedemic

freedom" which should remain within institutionel control (1971, P. 106)
Few, if any, iegislators or educators would disagree with these outside

limits. But between the establishment of a medical schocl at one extreme

[ -

. nnd the spproval of a course lesson plan at the other. wide areas for
disagreement appcar. ‘The problem arises rrom the cssentisl continuity of
sctivity relating single courses to ultimnte'degrees. In their recent
study of progrsm revie!\hy state agencies, Barek and Berdahl note that s

| the "distinctions betwveen progrsm, maJor, areas of emphasis. concentretion. :

option, and speefalty were rrequently... vegue" (1977, p. 2-2)

-

. ' o e
The state policy purposes t..~t underlie the establishment of program-

reviev procedures define -- or'should define -- the "progrsn " to be
" revieved and what the criterion for review'should be as well, Barak and
Berdahl (1977) suggest séveral possible'purposes:' L -

— ) f . ° ' . . -
, . . ) . . . -
° Program reviev may be afiuny of easuring the state of the quality '

of thc.procrnmn if quelitative factors are built into the review

.
l-\ a vt

process through peer review procedures,
: \ ' : .
’ \. A
i

Program review .can be a way\of implementing state policy relsting

to efficiency and erfcctiven ss in e period of tight budgets if
_the reviev proceao takes accgwnt of, budpetary factors.

54 |
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o . ' '

distribution of irogrqgs amglg campuses by uringing the state-

vide perspective to the process;

?

v

In addition to these.mejop-purposes program reviev CANn serve as a

‘way of protecting atudents - the eonsumers - and as a woy of demons»rating

accountability to- the gcncral nublic. ‘There can be dittle doubt but that

state governments havc a legitimate interest in academic programs, but,

\
. !

{

Yet it is perhaps axiomatic that few issues ‘are more sensitive to

A ]

higher,education.than that of state-level program review and ap-
i proval, The idea that "cutsiders;" "state turegucra¥s,” "represent-

etiyes of a political environment,”" or even "poverning board staff".

2 A A

might meddle in inovitutional academic affuirs probably transcends

o ' ell of the other adininistrative and coordinetive issues relating to

<

stnte-‘nde coordinatiun o& higher education.

’, . ~

-

This report does not discuss this most sensitive.issue of reviev"cf
(,academic programs by state higher education agencies., The issue is one qf
vital importance as the currently pending litigation between the State

[ .
University of New York and the state higher education agency in lew York
. / : 4 .

clearly indicates. The issucs'are.adequatcly covered by the pending 4

. Barak and Berdahl study. We do specificully concur with their recommend-
X ation that academic -program review should be in thc hands of stute higher.

educution agencies in close cooperation with the institutions. In reachiug

“

_ agencies wi)) uvoid lnfcrfcrinr in the process, We vill discuss briefly
>

4

.

/

as Barak antt Berdahl po-nt out (1977, P. 1-10): - " '

this gpnClUSLOD, they exprc s the hope that statc exccutive and legislative

[d




the apparent inroads which the latter might take, '

Executive Agencies, Although state higher,education agencies are tech- -

v

nically executive agencies in' some states (Arkansas and New Jersey,‘tOtg

-cxamp]e), thc priuary staff support for governors in most: stAtes on .
o rd n H \ V
higher education matters is the state budget office, Althouah th. major

'foeus of *hesc hudget agencies is on fiscal matters, they enter into more .

general state policy areas for a number of reasons° Bndget staff are.

o

being increasingly recruited from graduate and professional schools, and '
' these nev recruits have a personal interest in higher ‘education; budget

staif are informed concerning institutional structures and functions, ‘are

"+ "available" for assignment‘ -and current ‘budgetary prattices do not draw  *

6 clear line betveen "fiacal" and "substantive" issues, | o o

<
¢ >
. '

N

DeSpite_the executive_budget_o?fzcc'§‘major role as adviser to the
. governor, we’ore.not'awane of state.procedures in which such offices haﬁev r e
‘ ‘ a}role in routine program nrocednres. They are more generally concerned
—!‘ith reven\f constraints, productiviiy issues, and effective use.of
resources than with instructional programs as such, Moreover, most
1nstructional progrems have a low profile in budgeting beoause they are f o
either 1unded throuph gcnerul formulae or arc carried forward from vear

'to year in an uncxamiued budget base, But unusual or new proframs can attract .

the attention of state budget stafr. lé New York, for example, budget
' /

staff sat in with instructors conducting assessments of prior learning

PP

to review the nature and extent of focutlty ecffort, 1In California, the
definition of off-campus "lcarning centers" ﬁas'apparent]y developed by

state budpet officc in the absence of agreement by the institutions

o6
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on a definition, Neither of these instances is "intervention as the

term vould be commonly understood, Both reflect appropriate or nec- ‘,f}
" e884ry runctions of the state budget orflce concerned: The prescntation -
and defense of the governor s budget require that instructional rrograms

be presented in relative]y standard, simple, quantitative terms. Yet

many -- pexhups the most critical -- factors in higher education cannot

be quantiried.at all. The danger is that inappropriate rules or def—
initions may become'rrozen into formal or infbrmal guidelines that would

inhibit .program changes and growth : o B : ﬁ | ’;

x

~

K
.‘ . ‘ . \ . .

legislative Agencieq. State legislatures and legislative agencies are moret,'

likely to be directly concerned with\g\ogram/review than are governors and

o ¢

' with the exception of state higher education agencies, executive stafr. In .
AN
&
some states -- Wasi
i

establishment of nev degres programs:

ington, for exagple -- the authority to-spprove the °° »

s an explicit statutory responsibility ho

of the legislature But cxplicit autho ity is not needed for legislative

staff in most states ccan be instrueted t;Pvaiew most facets of academic .

\
prograns, ‘ . S : i

2

-

. e,
. r 1] 'Y \.
B

An example of an attempt to find a balance between legislative.and

lnstlLuLlonll responsibilities may be derived from a\contretemps in ]
Wisconsin in early 1976, Very briefly, legislative audit staff was con-
du&ting a survey of the procedures under vhich the Univeraity of Wisconsin
oystem evnluated academic programs. In explaining the survey to the

L]

governing, bourd of the Wiscongin system, bLoth the direcctor or the qurvoy

nd ;nvcruiup bonrd members confu od nuldtting of review proceduren'vith

|




avditing of program substance and quality. The governing board considered

"that its prerogatives and those of the Univeraity System were teing

invaded. Although feathers were unnecessarily ruffled, . the resolution
of the governing board directing univeraity staff not to participate in
A 3 : the audit is a clear indication of how most inatitutiona would view lep-

1alative program review (Wisconsin Board of Regents, 1976, p. 12): ‘

\v

. . . L {
. ( . /
e - . . . L

- v L

Y > LAY

(4

The demand of the State Auditor for audit of academic offerings and

N ! performance or faculty and other academic staff in the University of

-

' Wisconsin System 1s unprecedented and appears to be contrary to its
' statutory authority.n .The proposed actions would ~usurp the res pective

PR statutory xesponsibilxties of the faculty and the Board of° Regents.

G 9

The. efrect vould be to irreparably inJure the University of Wisconsin
. . Sydtenm and the academic/enterprise.. Thererovc ‘the Board of Regents

. < . rreqpectrully dcclines to p=rmit and directs the staff not to partic-u

. 1pate in, the proposed audit,

2

r!

. -
N 4 -~

The_critical Tactor which vas discussed at length in the verbatim
min. tes of the governing'board was the competency of legislative staff to
evaluate academic program quality, We sugéest that if such evaluation

had been the intent of the legisiative guiftor hen the balance between

state policy and institutional prcronativc would have been upset, Our

own experience and that of others (fee Kulau & Quinley, pp. 51-65%) indicates

that muny but certainly not all legislators would agree, On the other

hand, legislative responsibility for higher education does.inciude the

obligation of assuring thet institutions have procedures both formally o

and in operation for evaluation of program quaiity. Colloges and univeraities

58 | /
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are no morc likely to examine their'ovn effectivencss than is any other

oreanization -~ less likely than private businesses, for higher ed-

-‘ueation lacks the compass of a profit and loss statement to sho% wvhen

the course is wrong. . ' . o

X

Innovative and Nontraditional qucation. Etate government cap 'encourage

4

higher education institutions to try ditrercnt instructional approaches .

in a varietj of vays, ' We doubt ir many people would question the 1nterest

" of state government in assuring itself that its institutlons are not

falling behind times in either technological changes or in program sub-

‘stance.’ A statenent of what might be considered an extreme view of the ) \

legislatures obligstionskis found in a report of*the Citizens Conference’.

on State Legislatures (197), p. 2): e

3

9
u

At pr sent the political power of postsecondnry institutions in the
states and the unvillingncss orxinability of the lepislaturcs to ’
challenge the institutions effectively forecloscs legislative R
development of innovative programs,.. By no means should legislutunes
take over the administration of universities and college but .they
should crcate a climate of responsible decision-making which respects

institutioual prerogatives whilc commanding innovative responscs,

We doubt that many legisldtnres are powcrless to institute change
becausc of the political strength of the ing titutions but, most of all,
ve doubt that legielators -- or higher ecduention ndministrntoru, for

[
Lthat mtter - will hnve mueh nuccess 4n "eommnnd g Innovative reoponsedn,




. We are una2r no iliusions ecneernir,: the general reluctance of most

©

colleges .and univcrnitic~ 19 ndcpt new 1n3tructional methods or programs, .
A recent study indicates tRat ncy pruurams are more likely to havn.}heir N
f origin in come central authority t.u“, like trad*tional programs, to

2 E."
arise from spontancous faculty irtﬂroat (bownn Edclstein & Medskcr 1977. '

p. 17). Neverthelcss, atvuu p011cy fuvoxing irn ﬂvation may bc best

, served in vays oﬁhcr than 1"su1ng malidates- for 1nnovation- :

* -+
» o . ‘

° Alloving institutions sufficient flexibility in operation so that,

RN T " !

,\ . ' _ . the cconouies, of new programs vill remain at the cperational
¢ s devel -~ thiz ig the case at ﬁany privaie 1n§t1tutions. -
4 L : , ; ‘!’ . . ' ¢
: ) ° Diréctly operating a néw'proqéam;througp a étate,higher education
oo . ~ & ’ . 3
. agency ac i' the case: with the }ebents' cxterna] decree program

in Nev York or extension gnd cn.tinuing edu»ation in Colorado

and O;econ.

| : .

Revarding innovative efroris through grants aﬁd prior fundihp, ag
is fourd in a number_or statcs -« a'program operated by the Board

-

of Hipher Xducaticn in Ix2inois is an cxample.

Research

d

With the exccption of wzricultury] resciren, state pgovercuental inteorest
P ’ 6
in scientific investipcation has Ferorstliv wndntained a low profile. Theo
' impressive record of federad furp.sfe in thfa area has cast a shadow cver
\ p sk .

substentinl stale contributions., & rrcilde, "tupoors of Scientific

Research und Eduration in our Univercitvi.a,"” in 5soienar nagaczine is
O... - o —— s a— ]

b1
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 measuren (p, 143) .

!

-

1ndicat1ve in mentioning state support only as an alternative to levoling

fedcral funds (Iong, 1969, p. 1038): :

Hovever, wve must face the fact that, as of now (1969), federal

A}

’ .(unds'huvo lévcledlorf and will prodbably increasc only alouly ;%

best. Kence we must look for otlier sources of funds to support
) L - Lo o .

our university teaching and research programs. One such source

is the state and local governments.

DY

&>

”~ - {
A .

~.

The importance of state goyernmental interest and aupport of univer-
¥

7

sity research has been obscured by at least two factors State support

7

of Bpecific research interests has generally boen not only small in

'qomparison with similgr foderal support, but it has almost_alvayg been

>

concentrated in centers and institutes which are closcly related .to in-

structional Puhctions. Second, , end perhaps more important, state research

K

support has been generally part of overall 1nst1tutional support under

the 1nstruction budget item or line, State support has’ a]so‘béeu———— -

regularly, ir ihdirect]y, provided. in the form of reduced 1nstructlonal

twor}load for fuuulty in “ub’icly supported research inivereities. While

it vould be difficult Lo assess the amount of state support for research

“with accuracy, it has been substantial, ~Undoubtedly, however, the primgry

state interest is perceived as being the teaching and instructfooal
function. Betu, Kruytbosch, and Stimson suggest that somethihg like
organizutionnl schizoprenia has resulted from pubiic universities' main-
talntug twe dnnpes (jQGQ. PPe i31~1h8).‘ Onc Jmuﬁo In thut presented to

the otate to obtuln approprintion: and 1o chnrneter] zed by "quantity"




Since state appropriationa have been regarded as "baae" funds

L 4

\ . for the univeraity, the quantity measure has become the predominant

. , ' and more systematically vorked out of the two aets or measures.

The student-credit hour is primarily a quantity measure. o .
lhe other image iu the ‘one presented to the federal povernment to

obtain research grants. This image is one of "quality" (ps 1h3)

In contrast' federal rescarch.funds havcicome to represent
quality. of course, research capability has denoted quality to )
-the academic profession since the inception of the American
univers ity. However, the conccpt of scholarly cndeavor has in-
creasingly come to mean recearch activity in ‘the framework of

‘ ‘ \ ' b
S federal funding.'

Although schizophrenia may be an overly sevcre diagnosis, it is clear
‘ that public universities are troubled by internal contradictions in
rundinp Justifications as well as other aspects of research and eranuate
educution (Breneman, 1970)., We arrec with the auggestion of Betz, et, al., .

that the conflict and inconsiotcnecy betueen the- two images has become

both more explicit and more severe in the context of tightening state and

federal budgets,

There appear to be two major aspects of the increasing or, in some

instances, rencwed state interest in rcsenrch which could lead to controls

!

and intervention. First, the states arc interested in how research funds

ERIC - 62
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are being utilized, both'those funds supplied by the state and ihose
| \
- supplied by othcrs. Interest in federally {unded research 1s included
\ \

here, but appears to have more- significenee ror financing than for\

research at least immediately, and is diseuss;d under thst headinb\in
a subsequent section. .Second, state governments are evincing greater

interest in the possibility that university ‘research’ specialists ean/

assist them in resolving critical policy questions,

d

-
>

' Use_of Kesearch Funds. From fime to time, state agencies hsve shown

\

intercst in obtaining more u curate information on,, the relationship betveen"

. state appropriations and university resesreh activity . the lack of :

a budgetary "handle" on research has .troubled many a state hudget analyst.
To thigc end, for.example, there have been suggestions that a proportionate
smount of the salaries .and instruetional bndéetlof research orienteg

* campus be_sttributed to "researeh“ and.budgetea sepsrately from'instruetion.
We arc not awvare of state bud;ets which.have in fact, atteppted this

reallocation as yet, although formula computations in Kentucky may be a

Step in this direction (Education Commission of the States, 1977, p. 61).

The costing issue vill not go away, for higher educati& institutions
are 1nemse1ves intercs tod in more precise dnta as the impnct of increasing
costs in virtually all areas is sharpened by growing competition for
state and fedcral funas, The Major Research Universities' Task Force of
-the ! ‘ational Center for Higher hd,cntion Menagement Systems (NCHLMS). for
cxnmple is exploring A breukdown of faculty activity into ten eategorieq
which would discriminute belween "departmental research” and "scpurntely-

budpreted rescarel® (Toppdnge, 19°760), Slmiiurly, Lthe roviced cluspfficution

63
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of programe vy NCHLMS extends .the scope of "research" to include

departmental research (Collier, 1976, p. 15). At least one maJor aif-

]

ficulty perceived by the universities is that costing informatioa and -

t

programs vhich they dcvelop for their own purposes vill be used --

perhaps misused —-‘by state agengies for their pyrposes., . Even it'hot

misused, separate budgeting for the instructional and the research functions
would undoubtedly put research funding in a perilous position, for the
separate budget "line" would present an obvious target for reduction in

' . , Vod ' :
the give and~teke budpetary negotiations, This appeared to be the case

oo

S . / ' |
In at least onc instence, state interest exfends beyond the use, of .
) [of

state tunds and into the use of external funds apd the relationship of

during recent fiscal,crises.io_New Jersey'(Bowen f Glenny; 1976, p. lBl).

the latter is perceived statc goals., A newspaper reports (Lattin, 1977):

1

'

University of'CalifOrnia rescarchers.-- who have developed most
everything fron the square tomato to the neutron bomb -- are the
target of a far-reaching investieatlon by teams of state and

federal auditors... Some state lezislators ere ‘asking hard questions
about who bcnofita from products of these tax-supported studies,

The concern is whether unchrsity.rvscarch is eiding private in-

dustry at the expense of social goals, such es full employment and

& clean- cnvironment.
legislative intcrcst appeere to have been aroused larpgely by hearings
concerning occupnational illnesses of farm workers caused by pesticides and

by rc,curriné, concern that small rarmer%,:ind farmworkers are being displaced




i
|
by autonomated sgriculturul machincry. The legislators are reportcd to-

hsve indicsted—thst they do not intend to direct univvrsity research

policy, hut one seustor also stated that although.the university's

Jautonomy might be protected by the state constitution, university policy'

conld be influenced through the budget. o s

.

)
~ The issues raised by possible state control over the direction.and
nature of research are beyond the scope of this paper; although in
general the issues are similar to those relating to federsl and local
efforts to control genetic research related to recombinant DNA or, us a
second examp!e, so protect thelnuman subJects'of.resesrch. Not onlx_will N
state'contrgls vary across states, but they ar¢ likely to be more stringent -

v
A .

than federal regulations as they build on the federal base. - «

[aY

" v

AN r
¢ .

v

Research and State Public Policy Issues. 'In a more positive fashion, |

states are conccrnﬁo with public policy issues, and believe that university

research resources cah assist in resolving these. Probably every stgte

wniversity has a history-of sporadic, usually informal, consultation and
discussion with state officials and a&encics. As demands increasc on

L ]
state governments to resolve complex issues of the environmeunt, energy, and

natural resources, legislstors ask for more formal and sustained as-

. sistance from higher educetion institutions. The problem relates to the

public service'functions of the university, but also holds clear implications

for the rescarch function.

In 1976, the California legislature considercd a proposal for the

establishment of a "Public Policy Research Fouridntion," and purts of the
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introduction to the bill indjcate the rcsearch concerns (Calitqrnia

Legislature, 1976):

) [
The Legislature annually appropriates over $110 million to

the University of California for research; the University... has
not substantiated that this investment of state \dollars yields

substantial benefits in providing useful knowledge for pub%ic
N | ..

policymakers... ' '

B

There should be experimentaéion with alteragtiv; methods of
rinaécing research within the University of California to increase
« the availgbility,hnd quality of policy research;-exploration of
. alternative methods of finan;ing reséarch'should be }ccomplishéd

t primarily througﬁ reallocation of state approprigtiéné.
o . . ) , 4 ]
\

. ‘ \ L
When one faculty member'learncd of the proposal, he complained that

’

the legislature wus trying to get him to change his professional career

plan in its entirety. lis cbncegn, wve 1nferred,Awaa that he would be
~

either required or cncouraged tb sacrifice his continuing, long-term,
theoretical interests to a series of short-term searches, for quick &dnin-

-

1strqtivc solutions to problems of the state burea&cqacy. His concern
. may have been overdraﬁn, but it was nevertheless real. If the research
capacitics of a university are fully employed, something must give way

if additional tasks are demanded. An attempt to resolve this problem -

in California is discuosed in the following and closely related section

on the public cervice function of higher education,
T o -(:(r
Q | 20




Public Service

Of the three traditional runctiona of higher educntion public scrvice

e P _
. is the most difficult to define with precision, In general, public -
service includes qctiVitIea that are beneficial to groubé extefnal to._ :

the institution (NACUNO, 197, p. 8): .

These actiﬁities incLude'community‘service'progrgmﬁ.,. and
cooperative extension services, Included in this category are g
- conferences, institutes, genéfal qdvisory services, referencc% '

bureaus, radio and television, qohsulting, and similar noninstructional

services to particular sectqrs of the.community,

. _ . _ *
'~Iﬁ‘thé previous section on rccearch, we noted the grcaterfﬁnteiést
" shown than in the past by state gévernments in increa;inp the extent oft
consultation between universities: and state agencies, There seems Jittle *y
.doubt that such an 1ncrcasing contact will take place in many states, nnd
the issue becomes one of recognition by state agencies thn@\the con- ‘
sultatign is-not without cost., Few institutions or profcsSors would object
+ toa ranﬁlty mémber spending a'few days ;n the state c;pitol discussing,

“ say, current technological and\p:iguctivity issues ih the coal indust&y.
Most might object, on the other hana, if the discussion required six

montks research, a detailed written report, and a defense or presentation

L 28

of the report at'legislativc hevrings. Payment for the time and expense:
" incurred would gase‘objections somewhat, but not entirely, for several

important questions are, raised in addition to cost:

\
°

Does the university have the specialized. cupacity to proviu. the




advice which the state aeghs? This might include facilities
end”équipnent as well as individual talents.
(;j'
(-]

. . o : Is the specializedncapacity 8V8113b1¢ within the timc frame -

TN~

a

‘contcmplated by the legislature or other agency concerned?
u ] .
This question requires attention to both the instrpctional and .
research requirements of the individual faculty researchexs.
R

1
e

_Does the inquiry require’ research -~ either. basic or applied -
that is within the province of the university? Or is it esscntially
- _ testing o survcy activity that might not be consistent with the

o

primary missions of ‘the inotitution?

1"
“

Would rcsponding to. the inqulry be consistent vith institutional

!
_"and departﬁéntal academic plans?

. ; | |
¢ A o

. . An attempt to meet etate necds in this area withont sacrifice.or
university indepcndencc {s illustrnted.by the California Rolicy Seminar;
a two-year program of the University of Californis. Chuired by the.
Univcrsity Prcnidcnt, the feminar/consistos of six fuculty members, the ~

. Speaker or the Assembly, the Pr sident Pro Tempore of.thc Scnate, two

other lc(io]atorv from each hguse, and two gubernatorial appointees. In

1967, the Seminnr commissioxed 11 papers on California public policy

issues from proposals subfiitted by interested facul\{. With these papers

-as. background, the 5 inar plans to sponsor research hy providing faculty

e
vith relcaséd time, summer compensation, and graduate student assistance.
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It is nnticiputed that the research will be publikhed, As part of their -

.

. o ) reannSibilities, the faculty rcscarchers will be requircd to mnlutuin i

. contact thh the state governmental cfficers who are active}y involved

in the policy arca (Cwmnins, 1977).

A second issue posed inythe public service area‘relutes to the
growing tendency for legislatures to increaﬁe the educetional qualifications
of ﬁrofessionnl'and subprofessienel practitioners in a wiue variety of
fields. Generally, these requirements arc imposed as .eonditions, on state’
.liccnaing or relicensing. "An :xample is furnished'by 197? 1egislation in

Virginia relating to real estate salesmen and brokers (Citizens,Confercnce,
1975, pp. 60-61): . i

- -

/’

As of July l 1975, evezy.applicant to the Virglnia-ﬂeuffEstate

¢

Commis?ion for an initiul lic=nse as % real eutate salesman shall ' ot

N
have completed a course in the principles of real estate, such

>

course to carry academic credit of at least three semEEter hours or
- 8ix gyarter hours (but not less than 45 classroom hours in either
ase). The course .8hall be one at an accreditcd un:ve:SLty, college,

[ 4 . i
community collepe, 6m schoo., or-an equivalent coursé approved by
. . ,1 s .

+

r -
.

) ‘ the comnmission.

. . Ast el ety 1 197), Gvery applicant to the leglnia Teal Estate

. Cunmm( sion for un, 1n1t1ul liccnoc aq a real estatc brokez shall have
complctgd-courses in real edtatetapprovcd by the coumiusion...

-

/ eutate brokcrnge, real estatc finance, real cotate upprulsa], real

ct .ate Jaw and related duhjectq . 1

L4
L]

.O .
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As is the chse with much_législation of this naturekthe bill was

~examined by legislative committees concerned with the major substantive

area involved, real estate in this instance, not by the education commit-
'tees.‘Tﬁe stuéy in‘vhich-this examgle w;s rep?rted speculates, correctly

we believe, that cve;'though the leg&slqtioﬁ was not reviewed by {the

state higher education agany; the legislat;ve e@ucation committees, or.

the lcg\,-i:‘.]u.tivc fi.r..cai cdmmittces,’ all might well be faced wlth instit-
utibnai requests for funds to support new, légialativ ly impdsed instruction-

al requirements.

This legislation illustrates what mightibQ/ca led the broader problemn

.ff'unintended consequences of legislation;“ Althgugh the size of state

government has not yet approached that of the federal establishment, most

statedzhuvc offices fhét are either sufficientl large or sufficiéntly
fzi(mentcd ?y Jurxsd1ct10nal boundaries so that all major implications of "~
proposed lcgirlutLon cannot be explorcd This is partlcularly troublescme
for upiversities whose activities and functions are extremely diverse.

It is not enough.that stafe legislatures may be averse to intruding oﬂ
uniQersity grerogatives;‘colleges a;d universities nmust have the organ-

izationul .cap'ncity to be vigilant a(;'uinst' uni,ntcntionul‘interveution.

C R
* |
-

Financing and Budgeting

Ir control'over tcademic programs is the most controversiai s-ea in the _'
reirationship between institutions and state higher cducation ancnc%cs,

budpoting and fidancing hold a similurly‘prominqnt position in the

‘relations between institutions and state governors, legislators, and their

‘respective staffs, Althbubh Ludgeting, is one activity which is carried on

A,




by a'l'states, the forms and procedures vary widely, The divcrsity of///

/
/

procedures and attitudes arc described and discussed in the reports A )
our carl. r budgeting study'(Sce,phrticularly: Glenny, et al., 1975

. Glenny, 19{6, Schmidtlein & Glenny, 1976; Purves & Glenny, 1976). For

_ purposes of this exploration of state interventlon, three aspect% of *

/

state budgeting appear relevant:
) I

° Procedural mhttgrs. The budgetary procedures thcms%eveé\may in-
fluence'stAteAinteryention to the extent thgt they incorgifate
formulas, heqringn; reports,and systematiénlly coliected.{n-
formation; B l
. - o \

. \

Substantive matters. The fiscal matters inherent -in the budéet
. \

process mﬁy influence intervention in the extent to which pafr

1

ticular expenditures are detailed and in the extent to which\

funds other than state general revenue funds are appfbpriated[

|

!

Educational policy. In some stutes policy direction which is
A only peripherally related to fiscal matterc finds its w&y into

budget bills and apcillary budget documents,

The state budbctary process is unuoubtcdly the major means by which

state pollcy is conveyed to the institutions by state agencies, - John

* \ .
Folger of the Educution Commission of the. States has reminded us in tor-

N

rcspondence!that the level of.cxpcnditures (not discussed inﬂthis papcr)

may have as much or more to do with "functional autonowmy" than do the

groat varicty of rules and repulutionn relating to the cxpendfture of funds,




. . . ,/!’
- We obviously cannot discuss all or eve. a substantial fraction of the
1\ | s W2 -
instaaces in which these procedurcq have been considered unjustified

intervention into institutional affairs, We do believe, however, that T

most of these instances could be located in Pne ef;:££3£m£4tfzﬁffzg”“”” )

above which orpanize: the discussion in this Section of the pape;:“'

’ -

Budgpetary Procvdggp} Matters, The distinction between procedure und

substance is no more exact in budgctary theory and practice than in other
areas of humnn activity, The manner of developing a. budget- undoubtedly

tells something about the detail in which expenditures vill be contxolled
Altho:jp it is difficult to be certain about €he 1mpact. it does seem,

for cxgmple, that the more reccent attempts to substitute program budgeting' .
' , ' A

procedures or zero-based procedures for line-item budgets have had the

effect of ihvolving the state inmatters which had been generally considered
the internul affairs of the institutions. Nevertheless, we believe that  «

the procedurces have independent significance. For example, formal budget
- !

documents may be silent on matters of 1mportance settled informally during

. -

\ legislative henrings. There ere five primarily procedural areas - dlscussed

- herc; formula budgetlng, special studies, legislative hearinps. information.

~and savings,

¢

Fermulas,  In virtually every state, govermmental nrcncieu use formulas

or puidelines to ul]ocatc funds to collepes and univcruitics. In some instances,
at leunst on the sutfucc these may be sonvwhut £ross  rules-of-thuub: | ‘

student/fuculty rutios usel in most stetes are an example, In other in-

staucesy formulas may Le extraordinarily comg)ex, as in Texas where they

-

Q ) F:”)
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have been used to the aupparent satisfaction of both the institutions and
. . i '1 .

the state for-many years. 1In both inotances, formulas serve three major
purposca: They assure the state and institutions of the adequacy of the-
level of funding;_thcy_provido similar assurance ncgarding the distnibution‘—
of available rundsiqmong the public institutionu; and finally, formula

. ) _ . o
computations, even the most complex, substantially simplify the review of

institutional requests for funds,

The dirficulty which institutions expericnce with formulas in many

) states -- perhaps at one time or another in almost all states -- is the

increasing tendency tor state legislntive agencies to vicw'tormulns as
operational plans for.cxpenditurc rather than as measures for -fund ac-
quisition.> We are adviscd'that this improper use of formulas'is cauoiug
difficulty at the precent time in the Minnesota State University System.

The problcm here is not mygrly one of‘level of dctail but one of concept.

-Formulus relate to fund acquisition ‘and concern relationships among

projections of student enrollient, faculty\nunbers, and instructicnal
programs, Lxpenditure plans deal with reality -- with actual students,

. - ) v .
actual faculty, end actual programs -- ac~t exists a year or nore after

fornula computations were nmade,

Institutions are not blameless in this difficulty with formulas, Some
do not maintain records which would pcrmit post;audit of funds, and state
agencies then have recourse to formulas ﬁs the only record, loreover,
the lonper that formulus are u:ed for ncqnisitinn, thc more likely it {g

Cint ochools ad depnrtmentn nnd other fnlernnd contbitueneien will sequt




ere similarly used by legislators. The lsshe'iS"not wvhether thexbtate

- revenled that cach of the state reviewing agencies reported‘using special -
y .
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vested dnterestos in their continuance, Internal pressures as well as: \

external misconception can cause formula use to limit riscallflexibil;ty.-

Hearings. Tpe.extent to which the legisiatuic requ{rea or allows
oralhpresenfayidn of budgetlrequegts.varies substuntiall; among states,
Extensive hearings can'inciease mutual uﬂderstanding, but the'give and -
také of discussion aléo has its detriments, In particular it is difficult
to keep the discussion within thé.bounds of the budgetary issﬁes. _Ihese
heurings offer an opportunity for leyislative direction that.may have

little to do with the budgetary issue unde: discusaioh. In some skatea -

Wisconsin is an ekample - atudents and faculty prescnt‘their own part-

iculur requests at legislative hearings. Few of these are recognized but

some are and find their way into lanpuage in the higher education budget

EE

Special Studies. Earlier in this paper ve commented on the tendency of

governors to use exectuive budget staff as general adminf strative staff in

o

cxunining educational policy issues. Legislative -staff and audit agencies

government should have %nfoi?ption or muke studies, but'rathep vhether these

studies should be undertakcﬁﬁin the hontext -= the extrcmbly/threatenlng

-

coﬁtoxt —- of state budgeting. The Data Dipﬂst (Glbnny ct al., 19(5)

studics more often than any other analytical tool in revewing the operating
budpets of institutions. The budge@iné study found that wlile every agency
carried out severa) such studies, these studiegs were not coordinated among
the uﬁoncicg. Inatitutions had to respond to many different requests fpr

Bomcwhui different datn apd information but often in diffcreht formats or
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different aggregaflons.' The loss of time‘and resources by colleges and
uni&ersities appeérqd to be_considerable, end to many of their leaders

as & waste of precious huﬁan resources, ﬁurthcr,-the 50-state survey
revealed that although the studies were made primgfily for budnét.purposcs,
}n}guucrul tho,fcsults had very little effect on the hudget récommcndation
of/the'particular agency. The fact of making the study,/of shaping the
institutional reporting system, and of raising'questioné'about practice

v

regultgg/in a type of pernicious intervention in program arcas not easily

“{dengdficd in its particulars, . -

e

Information and Information Systems, -In addition to special ¢ udies

of currcnt issues, many statcs are g;pab]ishinu manugumﬁnt informqtion
systems to generate é;thsive emounts of quantit&tiQe dute on a rouuine
basis, The major pfoblem with such systehs is in the appropriaténess of
the design in fhe view q{ the p:ogable use, We/h;ve commented elscwhere
on the dubious value-of‘usingfﬁ single information system for purposes

' 'Loth_of budgeting and academic planning (Purves & Glenny, 1976):

In the budget request process, there is not only'a significant dif-
fcrence in‘the characteristics of information fcquied for the

two diffcréﬁt‘functions of control and ploving, but algo a tendency
for sta{e acencies to concentrate on one function to £§9/6§§lusion of‘
the other, At the same’timg, those who éupport more planning at-
tempt to impress it on the routines of the budget process by in-

cluding duta thut relate to cducntional-outcomcs and other program

and policy conciderations. Dnia’ for the planning process and the

analysis that minht prove uncful tend not to be routine, however,

Py
4 r
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'and these therefore come into direct conflict with th§ rigidity,
tight time schedute, inrormation formats, and shallow detail of the

budget process. (p. l?l)

There is an intimnte'rglationship among the aécuracxvofuigfgzmation,

its timeliness, und the vael'éf detail at which 1t is aggregated; Each
state has particdlur'dtrueturcs of govérn;ncé and c;ordination-yhich mesh
vith its budgetary proéessestto1§utline o probably unique inrormation
system, In general,'séutc agencies.should be vary of collecting more

information than they need or can use, The temptation is to gather

a everything that is avaliable for good. intentions and bad ones, The director

of one state higher education agency may well have lost theAconfidencel

of other state agencies becaﬁse.of his honest belief that he nesded all of
the\%pformqtion that the institutions had in order to perform his co-

j ordin tive role., On the other huﬁd, Qe Qre avare of a state budget . ;‘

ckamidﬁ; Qﬁb uscd cémputcr print-outs only as a footstool in his office.

His excuse for collecting the information was that it "kept the campus on

their.toeq," 1 e

*

Compliance costs in.respohding to requests for informafién arc great.
Despite great tcchnolorical advnnco" in data handllnp, our own experience
indicates tiat a great dedl of informatiJu iy still collectied and analyzcd
manually ., Moreove;, the existencc of cxkensively detajiled information at

the state leveél provides an almogt irrestible temptution for the state

sgencies to make decicions at the same level of detail,

Py
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" about by the gcneral rule tha;~uncxpended state general fund apprdpriations

Savings. A distinct probleﬁ of public-institutions is brought

lhpse at the eud of a budget year and revert to the state trecasury..

while on leuve at a private university, a professor from a state supported
!

CAampUs was surprised to find the d°partmentnl secrctary rutioniny typewriter

paper by the shcct so that the departmcnt could save money to purchase °
laboratory equipment not otherwise available, I'I‘his form of cconomy ‘would
have redounded to. the benefit of the state rather than the department

in most public institutions. Automatic reversion of unexpended state funds

\}s, perhaps, a somewhat attenuated form of intervention into univérsity )

Ny |
affairs, but it is real in its impact on fiscal flexibility and on the

S

incentives for economy and greater effectiveness at the operational levels., .

Morcover, some states ‘anticipate the amount of budgetnry-savings for the

incoming budgct pcriod‘ahd deduct all or part of the estimated amount from
the actual npbrnﬁrintioh ﬁ; ﬁhe~1nstitution. Clearly, thig rcduccs Loth
flcxlbxlity in management of resources in thc fance of chancluh cixcumgtuﬁccu
and creates conditions discouraging the institutioq from making sﬁvings~or

any typc.

- Budgetary Substantive Matters,” The touchstone of balance is never more

apparent than iawdealing with issucs that are both legitimate budgetary ones
and at the same time cleafly issues of academic responsibility. Three
cuch areas which p ovide examples arc faculty salaries, credit hour or

. ’ .
cosl computations, QNS'the question of state legislutive appropriution of

other than stnte f'undﬂ\e\
\l




Faculty Salarica. The Carncpie Commission (1973, p. 26) sugzests

that public control includco setting the'general;levul!of salaries, Lt
that tﬂe‘determination of specific sﬁlgries is an attribute of instit- |
- -utional independence. Although at;one‘time the legislature in North
~ Caroline did set the salartcs of 1nd1v1duai, senior udminisirative staff

-
'

at the campuses thé:practice was discontinued. We are"not awvare of ' -
. : - Y )

current examp]es of legislative setting of individual salalics. A‘con-

. | . monly exercised control however, 1s legislative specification of-the use
or distribution of safkfy fur.ds which are appropriated. Jos eph Kauffm.n
quotes & new campus chie?f executive who found state intervention trouble-

some in this area, and the reference to diversity of controls uéross‘statﬁs

should be noted (Kauffman, 1977, p. 15h):

“ 1

..._He noted, fof examp}g, that the legislature had voted a fuculty
salary distribution-which did not permit a merit‘;:inciple and did
not givg discretionary authority to the institution,.. Ceilings on |
'ﬁaculty salaries were set by the state, and the university found it
necessary‘to supg;cmént tenior faculty salaries with privately
. ratsed funds. "The new chancellor had substantial expériénce in a

4

major public university in a ncarby state but was unprepared for

the differcnces he eneountered,
-~
Leglslative requirements that "cost-of-living" salary increments be
'distributcd-ucross-thc board are an obvious responsc¢ to the spiral of
inflntion, but the response night well be left to the discretion of the

govcijing boards. The vagaries of state policy arc illustrated in the

ERIC | 75




)

issues surrounding mérit.aalary increases: As the leglslaturcs appear to

be reducing or even eliminating the discretion of the governing boards
in higher education, they arc attempting to cnéourage.ahd require
merit tohsidcra;ions in the settihg of the sularies of eleTintnry-and

secendary school teachers,

~

Credit Hours and Costs, A sfudent‘cfedit hour is "thg instructional
unit for expressiné quantitatively-the time required for §atisfacpory ‘
mastery of'a.coursg of one class hour per week per tern" (quferman,
1973, p. 65).. Credit hours are, in one form or another, the currehcy‘
of the higher.edu&ational realm; Tﬁéy measurc both‘quantit} and quality,
and app.iy Lo the full runge of higher education offerings. Evcryoﬁc

criticizes them and ulmost everyone uses them.
Herc again, the question of state intervention is ore of the degree
of detaill or exactness which is attributed to a useful but imperfect‘
measure, The title of an article reviewing uses of quantitat ve data
bascd on credit hour computations is sufficient in itself to indicate the

healthy skepticism of academics to detailed governmental use: "Proved

at Last: One Physics Major Equuls 1.3k Chemistry Major or 1,66 Economics E

ey

attempts to quantify the higher education enterprise reach animal care:
‘ . . g
// ’ . ) \

One nouse equivalent unit requires 0,129 square fect of space and’
0.000&167_FTE staff, Total cost of maintoining onc MiU ranges
from 1 to 1.5 cents per day dcpeﬁdiné onthe efficicncy -of the

physical fucilities, labor cousts, ete., and on the fiscal and

mnagement policics,

Major" (liyde, 1974, p. 28G), Uninteritional humor appeurs as administrative \'

Y



Except for tho simple student/faculty ratio, the most used method of

\state agencies in determining need for additional feculty members (or a

i o

reduction) for an institution is the number of student credit-hour* __

taught. 'Particular aumbers axe‘aagggggrfor each level of instruction

(e.g., 500 per faculty FTE at~EHEEF§raduate, 260 at master's and 86 at . .
ooctoral level).. The number of 5tUdent credit hours-are then cstimated
for each level and the number of faculty members determined and then
budgeted atrthc average salary foo the institution, fJost as no firm
conclusions have becu reached about the effectiveneqs of 1nstruction ac-
cording’ to class size, g0 it 1s with the number of qtudent crcdit hours
'thut a faculty member can be expected to teach. The state agency can
inch the number up each budget cycle almost withour tte knoﬁledge of the’

faculty memberg'actually involved and can claim that no proof exists that

the increase is inimical to educaticnal quality,

. A .
~ Other thnn State Funds, Public collepes and universities may receive

funds from several sources other thnn'stntc'geocral fund ebpropriutiens.
fhdoymcnt fucone, tuition and fees, income from anbillary enterprises, and
externally funced rcucarch and othcr propram support are the most common
chmplo;. State budget processes have long accounted for at leest an ‘ .
ossumcd level of suvh_outside svpport, and, of course, in some otntcs

income such as tuition or reimbursement for the Indirect costs of federal
frants is paid dircctly‘to the state general fund., In some instances,

‘stat.c appropriation bills huve referred to external funds in rulati%cly

simple, nonrestrictive lenpuage in order to authorize .dnstitutional

expenditures.,




The current issue in this area is raised by attempts of several

state legislatures to gain coutrol over federal funds destined for st te

agencices, The federul Advisory Commission on Intergovernacntal Pelations

-*

recoguized the ivgue as one of peneral conccrn'u d nade récommendutions
and proposed model legislation carly in 1977 (Idviuory Commis.gion,..,
1977), and earlicr issucd a bulletin outlinixg.the_history and ratioﬁa}e‘
behind the récoﬁ%endatign (Advisory Commiss UNess, 1976), The interest

of the state legislaturcs in the expendit_‘e of federal funds secris clear,

_ for federal funds acaepuat for more than 20 percent of the total budgets
in some states according to the Advisory Commission, Although thé model

law in its definition of state agencies to vhich it should apply sugpests

that appllcatlon to coileges and. unlver31tieo is optional i1 does not

appcar that any state which has COﬂuideer tue law has exempted higher

education from its provis{ons.(McNamara, 1977, p. W06),

\\ g Institutiohgl opponent; to the broposal cite cndless delays end red
tape, subversion of the rights of Conéreés,.}ikelihood of reducfion o} '
stnte'funding, posgiple discriminuation acéinst minorities or others not
fitfding tuvor with stute lcpyslatox°, and s§dte legislative meddling with.
research fundlnb (Mallan, 1 976). ‘Additional difficultiés are forcscen in -

the nbshiug‘bf stﬁte and fcdvrul dendlines for student financial aid and

rescarch gront proposuls, [ -‘::-\Efr
. o o ' ”*‘»<>
N

~The {rsues are complex, und InnnFylvania 11t1rutlon of legislation

uimi1ur to the model.’ Lill may go to the ”nltcd Gtates Supreme Court,
i N\

We suppest that in thls area as in so many others where state intervention

’




7
N\

is possiblc, the issuc is not the legal right of the state to act, but

_ thc extent to which it exercises the rlght. Diversity of support is oi//

| valug/to the inatitutions as it "militates againv‘ concentration» of-as-
'sumgd power" (Carnegie Commission, 1971 p. 108),. This is. the nost.valid

’ argn&ent against extensive zgaxe interference with,jhé/;I;;;:; federal ;
 funds to the institutions, but it is not an/aréG;;nt that many state

leglulator would particularly like to hear. o ’\

3 ' !

Fiducational Policy Matters.: We noted earlier .the action of thgq New York

n

state iegislature in taking the distribution of graduatq fello ships out

of the hand of the State University. At least, the fellowships|were & .

a

budgctary 1ssne even though the distribution of them was not intended to
be., 1In other tatea, the dbudget p”ocoss is also used- ‘as a forum for the

‘7Cxpr0531on of legﬁslutlvc intent or oplnion on metters of educational
f »~

pollcy. In Californﬁa, language in the report of the Joint Legislative

- Conference Committee which accompenies the budget bill does not havg/the

force of law, but is very rarciy ignored. In\ the 197h-7§ rcport, the
lepislative committee mandated all but the minor administrative details
of ufrirmative action programs at the four-ycar colieges and universities
in Cul'ifomi,. Not only did the langunge speciy job qualifications, and
rcsponsibiiiticu,.but directed the establishment of advisory committees and
performance of specific’ studies (Iee & Bowen, 1975, p. 7%). ‘The number
of such rerommnndntionn nppcars to. have increased substantiully]gver the

/ past ten ynurs. '&\;\\ ;

The detail of thg‘Cnlifornjn cexample is at one extreme. THe pener-

. - s .
ality of lggislative budgetary lanpuere in Florida 1s at another




. .

(Florida Legislature, 1975): e T \

\

S

4

It 1s thec intent of the legislature that the opder of p#lurlyy for

“'providing resources . for programs of phéfgtutc University System

shall Ve as follows:

1.

2

with the first prior!tly propram-and procecding through each next,

Upper level widergraduate -
-] 4 -~
Lower level graduate = -
‘Masters level graduate
, ’ ‘ ‘ t
Doctoral level qfaduute . \

All semalning progréms P

-

1t is. further the intent of ‘the lépislature that, adequate rescurces

shall be:provided to insure‘high quality in ‘each program begiuuﬂﬁm

3

highest pricrity program to the extent that resources are availuble.’

e

In additional languige, the State University System of Floride wus

directed to allecéte resources in accordance with the prioritiec.

e d

-

State 1egislaturé£ ha - the right and probably the obligation to &nke

. . i

%Ssi“terCSt in the details of affirmative action progrems, as in California,

“ \

and in the broud prioritics of public collepes, as in Floridin. Institutions

X g

object less to the interest Lhat is expressed than the manner and fora.

- . :
Heithér budget bills nor supplenental conference committee reports lend,

L4

. J
tienselves to the subtle digeriminations tha* are required in higher ecd-

‘uention governance. Do ull campuses require the same affirmative action

. . . > 3 * s . .
advisory comnittees in Culifornia? TIs doctoral level graduete edu:ation

o !
. ,‘ ~
. . I3
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really 1ntcudtd to be the fourth priority at the major public research

univeroity in Florida? These are the k'nd of questions which should be

answered in procedures for planning and policy analysis./ They are not

questions that are hnswered once and for all during an annuasli or bienhial

o

budget cycle.., Each state must determine for itself precisely what forum

would be mont upproprlut», but vhntover it might be it should be one

. :
whxch ullowa and cncourayus the 1u11 panticipation of the instltutions, \ .

the exccutlve office, and the gQ\cral public.
. \ *

L
/ L] ° (4
: LPCOUﬂtubllibV ' .

A varicty of nganines can be attached to the term, "accountability", and

thesc have been explored atllength by Mortimer (1972). 1Instituiions and.—
. . * ‘ v \-' . '..
faculty members are legally and professi~s, ~ esponsible to a wide

variely of ;nterna;.anq exterpaf constitueng. 3 == 80 many, in fucf that
, ' -‘ the ealerprice might easily be frozen in fﬁace by divergc%t denandb and
7hpcctubi0n3. ﬂhnt it is not so fxo?cn is attributable to the continuiu
rood sense and (ondwjll*of LlLe state and Justltutwonul officers and ad-
.- ministrators chargéd with meeting the "recl issue" ws Mortimer dofin;s
' ‘_ it (p. 23): ' | .

The real issuc with respect to institu?ignal autonoLy and accountnbility

t

is not vhelher there will be intervention by the state but wvhether

. - the Jnevitable demanfls for iucrersed nbcountnbility wil) be contined v
. L
. to the proper topic wha expressed thzouyh a mdvhanl sm sensitive to
s NG <

Loth publicv.and institutionnl interests. A proPer balance i¥ difficult

to define and i, will chanpe over tine,
L

'531
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In effect, Mortlmpr'trents the topic of "accountability" as one

emhracing, almost all the types of intervention discussed in this presunt

\
» .

paper, and for his cxpdsitory purposes, the hroad, shotgin approach was

npgropriate. In practice, however, a more restricted frame of reference
f;; discussing and cnforcing.uccountnbility\is reduired. In the absence,
of arreement Specifyinﬁ 8 11m§tqd\frame of QEference'for discussing%énd
en;orcing accountebility is reqﬁired. In the absence.of agreement-
specifyirg a limited frame of reference, institutivnﬁican, as Donald
Smith has éncnested to us, become pawns in the inev table,cémpetitionl
- amén;; state-exccutive and lepislative officers and ﬁ,eniceﬁ.~\Becnuse

v *re are many interested state apencies and beecause their personnel

and priofi;ies change rapidly, obtaining and maintsining such aprecments

N\
»

'cah be extrvmelyéﬁ}fficult. But if the tusk does not receive constant

attention, inntifutional administrators will be ungble to perfdfm nee-

f . . \
essary governing tasks simply because their time is fully occupied with

responding to external demands for information and analyses,

i
N

Our discufision of acgountability here is limited to the bundle of

<

"nonacademic", “business", or "procedurnl" problems that tend to be
distinysuished from substantive acudemic prosram motters. information

and information systems are also dincussed Lo the extent that they are

relevant to procedural controls, o

L]

Tu bis study of coordinaticnm, Perduhl suppested that most state
procedural controls "arg more a hindrance to pood manarement and rood

hirher educaticn than a necessary safepunrd of the public interest,"

]

- 4

T‘\\\




P stitutional autonomy, and he concluded that these could be eliminated
from his caterorization of the "various tvpes of atate interventions

“in higher education” (1971, p. 10). Citing the many other studies in

.that his own study minht be nore profitably concentrared on matters of

comments on what/he seems to sugeest is the wronnheadédness of state

\ ‘ .
that such controls did not threaten the esoﬁntial inpgredients of in-

vhich procedurul controls had been a majorltheme, Berdahl concluded

import to substantive autonomy -- 1 e., planning, progrgm review and
budceting. His reasons were excellent, and his conclnyion sound. But
wve bclicvc that thc 1ncluqion of procedural controlszin a study ot

state intcrvention poscs a quention which should be/addressed anev each

-

A

time & proposal fo; such a study is made. | /

°

i —
i

The major argﬁment against'nddressing procedural controls is less
that thcy have been studied before, but rather that there has been so little
impact resu]tinr from the enrlier studies. ‘Berdahl notes and approves

the arrument° for giving manaperial freedom to institutions, and then

officials th/continuc to impose firocedural controls (1971, p. 11):
Yet our research team lound‘muny lesislators end some povernors
vho were very reluetant to exempt hinhcr'educntion from the state
procedural controls which norma)ly accompany the expenditure of
public funds; o.F:, line-item pu;netn,with tinht control ‘over trans-
fers from one item to another: prc-nudits of authorized expcnditureo,
sometimens for prnprlety as well as for lepality: cbntnullcontrols

) over all academice personnel; vontrol contnoln over capital out-

Jay prorrams, aometimen includinnggquinn: central purchasine of
W 3f -




supplies and equiprent; and éentral'controls'over varjous ad-

Yt

Inistrative routines such as approval of out-of-state travel.
whcthcr yronnhcudsd or not, these state offiefals are roinu to
continue to nufﬁde obviou$ and timc—proven avenues of assuring themselves

N 4 '
that public funds are upent for au1hori7cd purnoses. From the voint of
view of soundfbusxnesu praﬁtice or ornanizational theory, the slinht

<

.\\Possibility of miomanapement ﬁrebably shouwld plve wvay to the greater
>~ — ,_,_,_.,._1._. - v e ———_— Y

effectiveness of a rela&ively autonomous campus. Rarely, hcwever, do

"+ state executiycs and lepislative apencies perceive the halance in this

fashion. 3 ' f

~- _ At the present time, there afe at ien"t th reasons vhy/ state pro- .
™ ccdural ‘controls which. are imposed to aEFere—KEEEG;ZEEilitl mipght w;l]
be examined even thouvh the controls mipht appear to bc beVond the
reach of c;tch;i recémmendntions.’ The first is one which Berdahl menticns
almost in jest -- that is, the po éibili?v that the "ful] panorly of
”contrnlﬁ' might be ' annlied with incredible heavy handeunCSa' (1971, vp.
11-12). - We do not apprechend that aAny one state arency will aprly such
controls in such a/faﬂhion, but ve arc_concerned about the ngpregnted
impuct of controls 1mposed by numé;ous“fcdérﬁl mnd state arencies. As yet,

therc does not seem to te an nceunulation of procedural straws that

{
would breank the bnck.of‘the camel |of suhstrntive antovomy. but the pos-~

N

N\

sibility of sn additional strav n}umsﬂpronter in 1977 th@n it did when -

Berdahl wrote only six years aro.

57
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The second reaqon why state contro]s in the business or procedural

arens miqht be considered for inclusion An a new study is the heavy

‘ \

—

reliance_of nost such controls on quantitative data and statévidé\information_

.ayétehs. Problems of accountability have multin;icd as relianceq% the

mindlcnn cxactitude: of the computof hoﬁ increased. Different definitions

for different purno"ef or diffcrcnt npencies arc often the result of

They ean be embarassing also, as in Minnesota, for example, where mis-

interpretation of data resulted in accusations of dishonesty.

!
!

~,

Fxploratlon of the “Ineidents of state intervention related to pro-

cedural or business conrols will not, in all nrobr_xbilit_v, result in the

_ thouvhtlo »snese end inadvcrtnncc but they can be exnensive ‘to institutions.

. !
- A
!

total elimination of such controls. But a valuable nurrose mirht never- . -

theless be served by such cxplorntﬁon'if it cnlled attention to the

airreration or ncevmolation of atnte -. and federnd -- requirements end the

impnct. which these have on institutionel and state information syvstens,

e

2




CONCILUGION |

It is our conclusion that n'stqu of the chanpring relationships between
rovernment and hirher educgtion'nhould, to the extent feasille, encormnss

nttention to both federal and stnteAkovernmentn] &uencien. In some

instancea, it would scem to be virtunlly~1mﬁossib]c to understand fully
the impact of fqéerh) programs without consideration'of reinted'qtnte
programs, The area of student financial aid is clearly one such arca

as Richard 11lard has 1ndicated (Smith & Kent, eds., 1977., p. 3):

t

\

An evolutionnry procé 5 has been po1np on, and our mnjor concern
should be to keep jt monnp ‘with the end yroduct beine nn.cffcctivé
delxvcry system whlch uses (fedcrnI) BYOG as the bas.u, with ihe-

stete PTOPrumo bu11dinn on it to meet vnriour Pinds of student need,

and with institutional pronrams,fillinn in the raps.
. | .

In this repgard, one notes thnt fhe Collere I'ntrance Yxaminntion Roerd i3

currently undertaking a study entitled, "Studpnf Aisistance: Federal/State -,

Interaetion."”

AYthourh importmnt Lhe'jntofuctiun of stante tmad federnl répulation
‘jﬁ_lowﬁ critical to hirher education than is }he,pcrvnéiyc continuous
control cxercived by the stnten as ﬁnrt of their fcsuonsibflity for hirher
cdﬁcntinnf, In this phppr ve' have lirted the major types of control

exer(i e by the n?utcn. No one state, o far as we know, cxercf&v" all
L ‘s p

such controls, but ench contrn] is exereised by nt, leant one state,

)l
{

The oreurance of an uppnrcnt1ykun1que form of intervention by ‘a cinple
‘ {
rostate chould Le nsaensed nsonn Indicntion 4hat other states Yy follew

. \‘ ! Q ’) : ’ \. N\




sult. The states are hiphly diverse in their'exgqufive and legislative
' coverning structures and‘in the novernénce nnd‘coordination.of higher
| education,-nevertheiess,-the colleges and universities themselves arei” 
?imilar across sfntes ﬁnd procejfres for reéﬁlnting then ecan renerally
be_transferrcd quicklyffrom one/state to another. Reéioﬁal and natiénal
. o

meetings of state chier éxccutiveq, of legislators, state budppt officers
/

lenislatlve analyots ond utato hirher education coordinetors are in-

4

creasingly active places for preqcntafion of papers and the exchanpn of

in ormation on means for making higher education more accountable..

’ __'—r .. ! . o - c

Although state controls and repulation of higher euucation 1n=tit-
utionq Is a prnuin( prob1cm, the divor"ity of the qtnteq mnakes it extrenely
diffjcult to discern the directions of such prowth. We know that ’
lcR{slntivé staffs are incrensinhjin sive nnd numbcrs ns'nre tﬁe sub jects
of their‘conccrn. Leéis]ntive/duditinn of nrogram--, vhich is a relutively
nev phcnomenon, already cx?stg in many states, State lepislators also
scek control over federal funds by reaynropriating them, but there is
“little indtcation of khnt chanpes such control, if achieved, might bring
to collere and»univergiti nptivity.

y

W believe 1t feasnible and dvsirhﬁ]e to attempt a survey of current
rtute econtrols over 1ﬁmt1tut10n¥ of hiuhcr‘ﬂGHCntlnn The Furvey conld
cover only a few strten Leeanse oxtcn:i&v nersonal intvrvie\q and an
~laboratp rcvaw.nf documents would bﬁ\réquired. .Ouestipgﬁhtre data e

, Would be difficult to obtnin and ever more diffievdt to internret beocause

of the divernity of thqiutatcn. Tt would probably not be feasible 1o

o . . r)

« g
7




surgey more than four or five states in depth for the survey should bé,
r o

ée believe, an open-ended probe of the impacts of state intervéntioﬁ.

dwinintrators, {ﬁculty,_nnd even students in severn) rcproaentative
institutions should be nnked sbout the extent to which their nnrticulnr
activitics are 1nflucnccd by stnte lnws. rcnulutionc, or funding puidelinesn.
As Histinct from an iovestigation of the impact of fedornl regulations

the dbepinning p&int éf,a study of state intervention 18 not with the

\

regulation, but rather with the perceived impnot, Thg numher of rules

ahd r rulations which misht res ult in intervention are far too numerous for
an ex austive reviev and analysis. Intervention does not tqﬁe place

because of the existence of a rule, bgt because of ité internreiafion and

. oo - I
enforcement., For many ycars, a New York state ruideline requirod that

no more \than (O percent of the faculty at a State University of New York

campus shopuld be in the upper two rankq._ Fevw fuculty nembers knew the

ruideline dxisted. The establishment of a limit of 6f, perceent in 1977
appcared more liberal | but a storm of ophosition arose, for the now rule

was to be enfprced.. It wans clearly secn by the faculty to be a nev us-

-

vanted intervention. (SUNY Buffalo Reporter, 1977).
| T

|
1t is not within our charre to develop a research desipn, and wve ////

surrest thet doingiso will bel a forﬁidnble task, At minimuwn, however,

such a survey should attempt to answer five critical questions:

What arc the spC(ific jmpactJ of gtate laws, repulations, and

cPmding eatddl ey f){l Inntruetton nnd renenrel netivition mid
/

-

contentt
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° What are the reinforcing and econflicting relationshins beotween ' /\\\\_
state controls and federal controls?

° To what exl«nﬁ are colleres and universities subjeet to dupliea- .

g . 7/
tive, dvorlnppinn. or conflictins rgnu]atlonn'imponed by different
stnte aﬁencics?'.by state ‘and federal apenclea? .
F . o
) ® fTo what extent are the impacts of stateiremulation perccivéd to,

be similar across the states in the survey?

wWhat infecrences can be drawn from the nature and cxtent of the
'impﬁct of state renulat;ongfabout the obfjectives of state inter-

vention? the prohable directions and 1i1its of intervention?

The fina} selcetion of states in which co]]enes.ﬁndluniversities should
be surveyed would be mnde 5rhcr completion of a detailed research desien.
Depending on specific pcscnrch questions for égnmp]e, the states selecﬁcdr'
mieht have similar mechanisms for statewide coordination of hirher eds in).
ucntion or nuite dfffcrcﬁt ones. Assuming, however, that the‘rescnréh
quvgtionn did not éiotntc othcrwiné, the states to be surveved should rrou
ably include Celifornia, Colorado, New York, Illinois, Wisconnin or Horth

Carolina, Michiran, and Florida, for: s

—_ . . ' - L}
:

——

® New York sand I11inois have substantial proprams of dircet aid to *

independent institutions.




-

Michirfran is a state in whieh the constiutional autonomv of thE

. colleres nnd universities has been zenlously puarded by

. ) \ :
litigation, - j‘“1, - o o N i

) : - ' \ !
. [T ‘: ) '. ) \ :
° California, lew York and 111inoin tend to be belluenther stntes *I
because of their nize. S :
. I \\
Q

Wisconsin and North Carolina, in the carly 1970's, established

single statewide povernine boards which differ from otker such

"“"‘___,—— boards in having a continuinpg, substantive interest in acadgmic

matterﬁ;derived~from oripins of centrnl staff in the,adninistfatfon

of the major state university.
/ . _ : _ '
- //' .® Florida has a highly centralfzed system in which direct politienl
S ‘
K ' . interventions occur. \ , ¢

{
|

Ultimatedy, we return to a question raised éarli?r: 1s 1t pnsasible
-.10 studv state intervention in the absence of criteria thet distinjuich

lepitimate state interests from improper ”intor#cntﬁon" into institutional

preroratives?

s

Ve believe that it is possible, for/the suprested exrn-
\ . - . @ / ]
1] . . * 0 / - 1]
ination of the impact of state rules and resulations is gﬁpgnt1n]]y oh-
' /
Joective and neutral. The subsequent erprepntion), caterorizntion, and

ranlysic of the uurvey data will necessarily be/normative and subjective,
L ’
* . .

inteype

L4
[}

The vnlurg and aasimplions behind Mefind tien:, /upurnto "pond" REITRE
. from "bad” atnte Lutervention ot e crxple i stated,  Framinge thene
- AT . . / :

definttions moy well be more diffieult than chllecting and wnndyzing: Lhe

data. 1lndced, the question m&v be worthy of sennrate and undivided attention

; ~():3




. [ ‘ : .
: tha} it might not have were it simnly the first phnse of a larrer field

4

'1n§cstihgtionu
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~ Proposals to Define

f; | Areas of Instituiional
. " Independence and

: R State Conirol

Figure F-1,

mevican Associatinn of Stat

ducation Lunction,
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|

¢ Golleges and Univeisities: Le els of Decision for Digher

Elements in the systrm

Function Stcte government  Coordination element Governance element Inst:tution
System | bstablhishes broad  Develops detsiled Develops detailed Participates in desdd
otjenizetigeal  structural atrangt coordinating policies governing copanent of comdinae
. structiie | ments: d-fines andd procedures ng and governance

Progam

allucation

|
|
|
|

role of clements

Adopts heoad
generas puidelines

Assunmies major
recommctnany and
decizionmaking
responsihlity
recognizing intesests
of poverning elemen
and institation

Approves on hasis
of coordinating
eicnent recon-
taendations and
instituconal eapas
bilities aunl
inteiesty

Develope and executes
programs

Rudleer ' Very brovl Reviews and -elates Approves budpt Prepares bndees .
develojinent polievi gy pros badget to entite requiest with respect  reguest
I ptiaies funds state's needs and to justifiable needs
j recominenedy intterms {for own ¢
) " of prioritics mstitution) :
Fiscal hioad tepula: Organizes bioad Apjroves institn: Exccutes broad
. pobae tians, telitions policy guultlines tional recommnienda- policies and develops
| with utler tions which cononm L iniernal policies
J state ayendies to state and coond;.
‘f nating element broad
L}

regulations and
guidelines

‘;,ng: Althoegh oviginal sources are cite'l in each 1ove. the lust thiee of the

four sets'of propos.ly in tlns

seidicyn weve fst publinhied together in Edueation € amimissnon of the States, Cocvdimalion or Chaus, epeat of
th Task taree on Coovdinaton, Governangee and ¢

strncti e ol Posteecenaary i ducation, yeport no. 43 (Denver,
N (“.nlo;, October 1973). o ‘

wic | 29

]

]

|
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Figure E.1. Ama wan A Watien of State Calleges and Universities: Levels of Decision for MNigher e
. ‘ L ducation I unctions (Continued)

Elements in the system

. . ) \ , L
Funciion State government Coordination clement Governance eliment Institution
- Program Approves in terms  © - Approves mainly in Proposes, develops
content . ) of needs of siate terms.of institu- . and operates
' ‘ " tional capability
: ' Peivounel Lstablishes Coordinates among Approves institu- Participates in devel. .
selechion. " broad paliey clements within © tional policies und apment of policy -
' state policy considers institu- and executes seleciion
= . tional recommenda.-
S - - tions within policies .
Flanoing Exguesses siate Articulates plans of . Expresses governing — Maintaing continuous -
. iniereses and institutions a:1 clement interests planning progian;
. : needs Rovernn:ent clements; and concerns; cnor- imitiates planning of
’ . exccutes necessary *dinates with other " institutiona) program -
; : Cos _ statewide plans clements
) . Evalustion Estahiishes basic: Coordinates amony Establishes basic Executes policy, -
, ©accountability  requirements clements policy decepts responsibility
‘ ' for effective '
| \ performance
) Chpital Very moud Approves in terms of Approves in terms Prepares and proposes
" proerams . policy; appro- state priorities and - - of institutional capital progiam ard
pristes lunds needs Roals and reeds recomr.ends
. : ~ prioritics
~ Source: Amenran Association of Stare Coiirges and Universities, Institutional Rishts and Responsibiifties (Washirgion,
DAL, Novewbeg 19, 1971), : )
i
Figue |2 Camnegie Commisejos: Disiribution of Authority
! — - . -— . e . .- - ie dimea e . e e e i o it R T Sy . va . ———
Touchirie balure hewany pubhic control et influence versqs institutional iniependence, the Couniveion
Lavors the Tollowmng pattesns for the distribution of authority between public agencies (including ceordinating
conndily) and acadenne mstitntions (includmg multicanpus systeins): : *
' " g . ~ PR ‘ BN R
PUBLIC CONTROL, INSTITUTIONAL INDLS ENDINCE
Governance . -
Fasic tespranibility jor law. enfurcement
Richt 1o anssst on pol, e neutvaity of imstitutions Right 1o refise aathy noy requited of a!l Gitizers in
of higher edacation similar circrmistances
Duty i te aiumint trastees of prblic Jostitunons of Right to independent trisgres: Noevofficios~ opts
!u.;hr)‘ e atien (o to selecy (hen vl popualar with sobaequent budget.ay sl Rty .
chectinn ' . .
) Kight to nonportiom tuntees - recoinmendedt by
Mune partial e ning AT, or a8 confhnge:d by -
sotme -branech of the sture e wobtire, ¢ boti; or o
clected by the publie - ‘ ’

Right 1o 1o ports and acconutability on mattery of
pubhic fnieresy

Duary of conrts o ey s wleping denivd of
generalfnielite of 4 iy and vl untfan Provedures

. dyn

ERIC
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Figute £.2. Carnegie Commission: l'is.u.ilmlion of Authority (Continued)

- e c— ——

PUBLIC CONTROL.

Financial . ad liusiness Alfairs

Appropriation”of public funds on basis ol gener |
formulas that refleet quantity and guality of outpu-

Postaudit, vather than prc.m.hl. of expenditures, o.
purchases, of personnct actions
)

Examination of effective use of resources on
poataudit hasis

Sundards for accouniting practices and postaudit o

1.
them :
General level of salaries

Appropriation of public funds for buildings on basn-
of general formulas four building thuucmenn

Acadcmic aud Intellectual Aflfairs

General policirs on student adinisions:
Numbier of places
Equality of access

'Andcmn level of qcncul chmlnluy amohg
types of wistituticons

General dictribmtion “of students by level of
division

Policies for equal Weyss o emolovinent fo women

cand for munlucn of minonty woups

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Policies on  diffciciviction of fundtions among
systems of higher cducation and on specialization
by major fields of endcavor anmn; institutions

No right 10 expect secret l'tsc. arch or service from
members of institutions of highier cdncation: and no
nght to prior review hefore publlication of research
results; but right to patents where Appropriate

:‘-r L
r'\\::

. XS
[

Fnforcement of tire national Bill of Righus

Policies on w1ze and 1ate of growth on calnpuses

Establishment of new campuses and other major
new. endeavora, such a8 a2 medical school, and
definition of s upe

INSTITUTIONAL INDEPENDENCL

Assignment of all tunds to specific putposes

breedom to make expenditures within hudget, to
make purchases, and o take personnel actions
lllbjcgl only to postaudit

Detesmination of individual wnk ln.uls and of
specific assignanents to facalty and stall members

. !

»

Determination of specific salaries
Desigm of buildings and wn‘m\t of space

. -

4

v

Selection of individual students

\r.ul..nur pnlu i fm. and acmal selection anel

promotion of, facuhy suembers

Agproval of individwal courses and course content
: i ’

Palicies on “and administration “of research and
service activities

Determination of grades and muancc of individa,!
degrees . X T
Selection of academic and administrative leadership

Policies on academic freedom

Po'icies on size and 1ate of prowth of departments

and  schools  and  coMoges  within budgetary
limitations :

Academic programs ot new campuses and othie r‘
maor new endeavors within geacral authorization
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Figure F.2, Coarn-sie Cogt.\m;"sion: Distribution of Authority (Continued) :

INFLUENCE BUT NOT PUBLIC CONTROL

INSTITUTIONAL INDEPENDF NCE

. e _Academic Affairs - Innovation

Encouragement of innovation through inquiry,
rtecommendation, allocation  of special  funds,

application of general budgetiry fornsulas, sv“uling
" hew mnstitutions '

b - ae. o .

.
TTETE ST e s e me wmam teim - ce . ampm m e o o

Development “of and “detailed  planning - for’

innovation :

—

v

- ena—

Source: Carnegie Comminann s Hirher Educaijon, touer

McGraw-thill, 1973), 1. 28-27,

Figure £.3. Clenny, Rerdahl, Palola, and Paltridge: Powers N

nance of lhyher Eiuzation: Six Pronty Problems {New York:

— ~ H

ccessary for Coordination

.‘ o

As & participatory agency, the coordinating board"

must telv on wadespread consensus for its decisvions
and on persuasion sid cooperatian tather than i
‘and pore power for policy and naplementation.

~—NeVertheless, certain leval Pawers are nccessary to.the

board 10 underpin and 1cniforce the intent of the

stite to plan and create a compichensive system. We -

recommend  that the baard have the following
miniinum powers: '

1. 1o engage in continuous planning, \\\lm!h
long-range and short runcve
< o acquite information from  all post
: secondary “institutions apd aendies tirongh
the establishment of statewide managenient
and data systems A
To review and approve new and existing
degree programs, new canipitces, extension
centers, depaitinents and centers of all public
institutions, and, whcre substantial state aidis
given, of all pPrivate institutions _
4. To review wyd imake 1cconmendations on any
and al facets of both operating and capital
budgets  and, when lequested by  stage
- anthorities, present o comsolidated buriget for
the whole system and ' .
3. To administer directly or have under its
coordinative powen all state scholarship aud
grant programs to students, yrant programs to
nonpublic  institurwens,  and  all  sgate.

(5]

admistarcd fedeisl grant and aild progiams

 Pethapy the hey jurisdictional iswue between the
cocrdinating board and the instiutionsl boards s
where (o draw the dnihing Jine between  thei
respcotive powers and- respousitihie .- Soine coud;
neting st aneabers, impatent with Rroud progesses
and walsspread Putinipatdan by miteicsted portes
aml often Lackbine shall an teadersiup and, persuasion,
seeh i reased power 1o intervene ducetly into the
legatiniete provinees of instimition.gd overning boarnds
amd their stafls. The exernive of such power finally

T ee e v ma —— e —

Nowree L Glenny, Ry et 1l o, Falotd, and ),
Conter for Reseorch and Ldey !

-

' 192

M I L ERD O Y

—

P

leads both legistitors and institutions] leaders to the’
conclusion that institutional governing hoa-us are
supcrfluous. Thuy, the chief advantiges of coordina.’
tion have been lost 1o the .state and tn the
institutions. ' -

If the coordin: ting board is not (o preen:pt theg.
rison d'etre of the institutional governing haatds, §

should stay out of the following matters (and if the
law now allows these inten entions, the board 1thould

usc great restraint in exercising the powers):

. Student affains exeert peneral adinissions
stan-lards, ciolinent ceibmy:s, and enrollment
mixes applic:hle o the varions systems and’
subsysicms of institutions . -

2. Faculty affairs (hiriny, protnution, teaure,
dismissal, salaries), except weneral guidelbies
applicable to salaries

3. Selection and appointment of any person at
the institutional or agency level, includiig the
president  or <hiel executive and board
meinbers ,

4. Approval of travelin-state or out-of-state, for
stalf of any instit tion

5. Planmning of courses or programs, including
their  content, and  selecting subjects  of
reseaich _ :

6. Presenting of arguments  and supporting
materials for inst tuticnal operating or capital
budgets, exeept that the buard skould |nesent
and suppoit its own: recominrncations on
budzets

1. Conticctual relatiomlips g consauction,
land acquisition, eqguipiicnt, aod .envi. oo

K. General policing in maintenance of vil order
on campus and .

9. Negotiations  and  cantractual relationiships
with unions representing insttutional person:
nel, except that such negotiations May be
conducted within guidelines and/or budyctury
patameterssct by the state or boa d.

Gt e AW . ew—— o

Vabie Ue Caardinating thyl: ey Lducaton for the *iys (Beikeley, Calif.:
e iy hes Ldwegon, Uiavessaty of Calitomi, 1971), pp. 7, 12,

-8
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Figure E-4. Halstead: Niustraiive Workshieet for Outlining the Principal Level of Liccision-Making tor Selected
Component Upﬂ.mons, Withat a State System of Higher Education

-9 "*2200O
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Large resesrch prejects )
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Instructional procedturr §
Pubtic survice
Innovative gducationa! n. :du

. reQuirements Rosearch orgy: *'2etion and
development
Jtale systein lrstitutional role and scope &
end Orginizy- ~ Citenia (o establishment. expansion,
tional suuiture and curtdilnet of programs. end
enroliment institutional role and scrne

Geographic and institutional
distnibution ol prngerms

Manning and coordination

Deta collection and managerment

Inttstavonal research ot planiing
Coornrative arrangemicnis
Department and nClilicied pro.

= GrAM LUGTS

> Speciaiized Mugries
Academc calendar AN
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Facilities
. Projection of space needs
Fiopct prionty system lor
capital constiuction

Carnpus planning

Uesign and Construction of new
facihties

Utihization of phywcal p'dM

-

. - .
" Financid sup- Recommendations lor state and Altocations of funrls i thin
porl, s'toraton, . 1ocal 1 support NsttutIGn
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ond fees

. Manan rapnt
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pubhic and private sector and
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